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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 3, 1999

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 9:58 a.m., in room SD-192, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Ted Stevens (chairman) presiding.
Present: Senators Stevens, Cochran, Shelby, Inouye, and Dorgan.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. HAMRE, DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DE-
FENSE

ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIAM J. LYNN, UNDER SECRETARY OF DE-
FENSE (COMPTROLLER)

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Good morning, Dr. Hamre.

Dr. HAMRE. Good morning, sir.

Senator STEVENS. An old friend of mine used to say that if trains
started on time, they would get there on time. So we will start this
hearing on time.

We do welcome you back for this presentation of the last budget
in this millennium.

Dr. HAMRE. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. I think you have good news for us this morn-
ing. Our initial review indicates that, while the budget has many
challenges, we probably can work together to insure adequate fund-
ing for the national security next year.

I think others will also commend the department on real
progress made in this budget to address the compensation needs of
men and women who serve in the armed forces. We will have some
questions about that for you, obviously.

The budget continues to make progress that the committee has
sought to accelerate the modernization of the armed forces. We are
full of commendations this morning. Your personal efforts to work
with our committee to address the needs of the National Guard and
Reserve components are really very much appreciated.

This budget requests more funding for the National Guard than
was appropriated for the current year. I think that is the first time
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in thg history of my presence on this committee that this has hap-
pened.

I think we absolutely have to recognize that the Guard and Re-
serve must be full partners and adequately funded if the Total
Force concept is going to work to meet our national security re-
quirements, and it is a concept that we fully support.

I wish that all that money was actually here, Dr. Hamre, in the
budget that is before us. Unfortunately, there are some new spend-
ing “concepts”—and I will use that word again; I don’t like to use
the other word—that will make it nearly impossible for us to meet
the needs that I have just discussed.

To incrementally fund $3.1 billion of military construction in my
judgment will increase program costs, not decrease them. And the
assumptions of a $1.6 billion unspecified rescission I think goes
without saying. We cannot really deal with that; $2.9 billion in real
estate tax credits and the reselling of excess naval vessels that we
thought were sold last year, as well as changes in Social Security
credits cloud these numbers before us, Dr. Hamre.

Last month, Senator Warner, the Majority Leader and I wrote
the Chairman of the Budget Committee to express our concerns
about the potential shortfalls in the administration’s defense budg-
et plan based upon those things I have just mentioned.

I am certain we are going to discuss those with you today. Know-
ing you, Dr. Hamre, as we know you, I know that you are not the
author of some of those—perhaps one, but not all of them.

Let me note the addition to our committee of Senator Durbin. I
hope he will be here. He took Senator Bumpers’ place on our com-
mittee, and we do welcome him as a new member at this first
meeting of our subcommittee.

Now I will call upon someone who has been Ranking Member,
Deputy Chairman, Co-Chairman.

Senator INOUYE. Just keep on going. [Laughter.]

Senator STEVENS. I think in Chicago, Mayor Daley’s father was
known as “The Mayor.” Now the second Mayor Daley is known as
“Da Mayor.”

So this is “Da Chairman.” [Laughter.]

STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL K. INOUYE

Senator INOUYE. I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I join
you in welcoming Secretary Hamre.

Today is our first hearing to review the fiscal year 2000 budget
for the Department of Defense. I want to congratulate the adminis-
tration and your department and our witness here for requesting
a budget which increases funding for the Department of Defense.
It has been a long time coming, I believe.

Your budget request has %4.6 million more purchasing power
than you had expected at this time last year. While many of us
might argue that even a larger increase is required, I, for one, am
pleased that the administration has stepped up to increasing
spending for our Nation’s security requirements.

Mr. Secretary, I am certain you know that the chairman and the
committee have visited troops in the field, and it is clear to all of
us that there is a growing concern with the three R’s—recruiting,
retention and readiness.
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More of our men and women in uniform are being called upon
to serve overseas, away from their families and for a longer dura-
tion each year. The stresses that this brings to their families are
increasing.

There have been many stories about spare parts shortfalls and
cannibalized equipment, and military departments are considering
lowering their standards for military recruits.

We have all heard about the increasing number of our troops
who are voting with their feet and getting out of the military.

We know that this budget attempts to rectify some of these prob-
lems with a much needed pay raise and some restored benefits, and
we applaud you for that.

My concern is that pay might not be the answer. Clearly, we can-
not compete on a wage basis with the private sector. The private
citizen is not called upon to serve away from his or her family. Pri-
vate citizens are not required to live under a code of conduct that
is highly restrictive. And they are not forced to move their families
every 2 or 3 years.

We don’t have enough money to pay salaries sufficient to com-
pensate for these hardships.

I believe we need to focus, instead, on improving the living and
working conditions of our men and women in uniform. Our families
are worried about health care, but little is being done to achieve
meaningful improvements in that area. Our soldiers are worried
about the prospects of having a career in an institution that is pro-
fessionally talking about downsizing, and it is not good for the mo-
rale. Our families are worried about being relocated in the middle
of a school year and trying to sell a house when the real estate
market is falling.

Every day our soldiers look toward the infrastructure for reassur-
ance, but what they see is an infrastructure that is crumbling, an
indication that we are not doing enough to repair and modernize
it.

This budget makes some significant improvements for pay and
retirement. But these changes seem to have come at the expense
of improving the conditions that some of us believe are the real
root of our problems.

As we begin our hearings this year, it is important to note that
these are a few of the concerns that some of us here in the Con-
gress have.

Dr. Hamre, yours is a difficult challenge, as noted by Chairman
Stevens, to help manage this immense agency. We are grateful for
all you do. You know you have our pledge to work with you to help
in improving these areas.

So I welcome you and we are ready to work with you.

Thank you very much, sir.

Dr. HAMRE. Thank you, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Senator, thank you very much.

Senator Shelby.

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD C. SHELBY

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Chairman, I ask that any opening state-
ment I may have would be made a part of the record, any written
statement.
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I would just like to welcome Dr. Hamre. We are old friends get-
ting together. But we worked together a lot on the Armed Services
Committee, we travelled together, and we are looking forward to
your presentation, as always, and to a lot of your candor for which
you are known.

Dr. HAMRE. I will try to live up to the billing, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RICHARD C. SHELBY

Good morning Dr. Hamre. It is good to see you before this committee again today.
I would like to take this opportunity to make a brief statement on the Defense
Budget and what I believe should be our priorities. First, we must improve readi-
ness, recruiting and retention in the ranks of our uniformed services. This requires
an investment. That investment should include top notch military hardware, a pay
raise and improved benefits for our personnel, and most important a renewed re-
spect for those who choose to wear the uniform of this country.

Second, we must continue our efforts to deploy a ballistic missile defense. The
missile threat from rouge nations and others is real and growing. This effort must
also include the continuing development of supporting technology; technology that
v;lill ensure that such a defensive system remains effective against future unknown
threats.

Dr. Hamre, I look forward to discussing these and other important defense issues
with you and your staff as our hearing process continues. Again, welcome sir.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR BOND

Senator STEVENS. The subcommittee has also received a state-
ment from Senator Bond which will be placed in the record at this
point.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CHRISTOPHER S. BOND

Thank you Mr. Chairman. Thank you sir for coming before us to explain the fiscal
year 2000 Defense budget as proposed by the President.

As you have noticed of late, though the world is technically at peace, it is not a
peaceful place. Ethnic strife, religious intolerance, and an insatiable hunger for po-
litical expansion by some, have all exploded into armed conflicts. Our forces are now
deployed in a more wide ranging series of operations than during the Cold War. Our
naval forces are deploying in undermanned units, we have tactical air force units
reporting less than optimal conditions material with shortages in engines, test
stands and spares for deployment, there are reports of the U.S. Army accepting re-
cruits at standards lower than before (High School drop outs), and for the first time
that I am aware of, our strategic reserve forces are now being included in the make-
up of our traditionally active-duty operational deployment schedules.

On top of this, we now face a real concern for weapons of mass destruction, their
proliferation and our vulnerability to their use. I note with pride the primary role
of the National Guard in this arena and the speed with which you have imple-
mented the RAID teams (Rapid Assessment and Identification Teams), one home
based in Missouri. I hope to see even more done in research and development activi-
ties designed to overcome these terrible weapons.

The tasks which lay before you are not easy. The problems you face cannot be
solved with stiff upper lips. Real advances must be made in terms of equipping,
training, and manning the force as well as taking care of our military families. This
cannot be done “on the cheap”.

Every year that I have been a member of this committee, I have stood on my
soapbox and said: Sir, you are not being realistic in your presentation. You are not
presenting us with a budget which reflects the reality of the situation we face.
Every year I have been told that though we are nearing an untenable situation, the
proposed budget would meet the requirement. Every year, the Congress has added
funding, being chastised along the way for funding things the “Pentagon didn’t even
ask for”. Every year we are told “Thank you” for the previous year’s plus up. And
even with those additional un-asked for funds, we are presented with a mid-year
emergency supplemental request.
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Principally we are told that these funds are needed to offset unanticipated costs
of emerging contingency operations. Some of these contingencies are several years
old, making their “emergency” or “contingency” status suspect.

I am more than willing to insure that our forces are funded to whatever level they
need to be in order to permit them to safely and effectively carry out the missions
to which you assign them. I am afraid that this year’s budget will once again miss
that mark.

We are currently expending large amounts of ordnance of all types, long range
missiles, mid-range missiles, and LGB’s (laser guided bombs) in contingency oper-
ations in the Persian Gulf region. I suspect that your proposal does not account for
a large portion of these weapons. You operate in a dynamic environment. So, I ex-
pect you are already preparing your next supplemental. We want to work with you
to cover those and other expenditures.

It is no sin to say I do not have the assets, and then explain your needs—we will
listen. What I believe is a sin is to stretch our equipment and personnel so thinly,
that we unnecessarily increase the risk our young men and women must face in
order to carry out our national policies.

I look forward to hearing your comments on where you think we are in terms of
our ability to carry out our broad range of missions, where we are going, and how
you expect to continue this breakneck pace of operational commitments with even
fewer personnel, equipment, and a significant funding shortage; your proposed addi-
tions included.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I have a few questions which I will address later in
the hearing.

SUPPORTING OUR MILITARY PEOPLE

Senator STEVENS. The floor is yours, Dr. Hamre.

Dr. HAMRE. Mr. Chairman, thank you so much. I do have a pres-
entation that I would like to give.

But first, as a matter of personal privilege, may I respond to Sen-
ator Inouye’s statement about our people?

Senator STEVENS. Of course.

Dr. HAMRE. I strongly agree with that. I look at the talent that
is in the Department of Defense, the senior officer corps, the non
commissioned officers (NCO’s), right down to the privates and the
corporals.

Pound for pound, person for person, I would put them up against
any corporation in the world. It is absolutely remarkable what
thesle people do. And we cannot come close to paying them for this
quality.

I don’t think they join this military to be paid well. I think when
they go home at night, it is not can they put another suit in the
closet, can they buy a nicer car. I think when they get home at
night after a long day they say well, at least today I defended the
United States of America. That is what moves them.

And you are right. We need to do right by these people. It is not
going to be just in pay. It is in being right by them all along the
way. They have given themselves to work with us and we owe, I
think, exactly what you have said. I thank you for making your
statement because it very much speaks to the way I know the Sec-
retary feels and the way I feel. I thank you for that.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Before continuing, Doctor, let me ask if the
people in the back room can hear Dr. Hamre?

Dr. HAMRE. I will pull up the microphone and speak more loudly.

Senator STEVENS. I think perhaps the mikes may have to be
turned up a bit.

Ms. Foote, do you have a copy of this chart? I see you are sitting
behind the screen. I hope you are all right.
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INTRODUCTION

Dr. HAMRE. Mr. Chairman, I do have a number of slides. I will
try to go through them very quickly. I think we have given you a
good budget, but we also gave you a hot-foot at the same time in
the way we pay for it. I think that that is a very awkward situa-
tion. I will explain why it happened that way and what we want
to do to try to work with you as we try to bring this about. I know
that you are just as committed, more committed, than we are to try
to make sure that this country is protected and defended and that
we can finance what we need to do. And we have made it hard this
year. I think we need to go through that and explain what it is that
we have done and what we need to try to work through.

If I could, let’s go to the next chart.

DOD AT THE PIVOT OF THE CENTURY

What shape are we in at the end of the century?
Are we ready for the challenges of the next century?

Mr. Chairman, you in your opening statement said this is the
last year of this millennium, and we are at the edge of the next
one. We are submitting a budget for the next century. So the ques-
tion that we pose, as we really are at that pivot point, not just of
the millennium but of the century, is in what shape are we as a
military. What condition are we in and are we ready for what is
lying ahead for us.

Let me go to the next chart and talk about each of these.

WHAT SHAPE ARE WE IN AT THE END OF THE CENTURY?

Flawless execution of military operations (Desert Viper, Desert Fox, Hurri-
cane Mitch relief)

U.S. remains the glue that binds NATO

No peer competitor on the world scene

Warfighting professionalism undiminished 10 years after end of Cold War

America’s military is welcomed around the world

WHAT SHAPE ARE WE IN?

First, in terms of what shape are we in, I think there is reason
to be genuinely proud for what we have seen. I watched the oper-
ation that our forces went through in December, when we were ex-
ercising the U.N. authorities in the Middle East against Iraq.

It was flawless. I know of only one operational sortie where we
had a mechanical failure. If you look at the performance, the dam-
age evaluations and that sort of thing, it was spectacular. They did
a tremendous job. They minimized collateral damage, they mini-
mized damage to civilians, and they really did a tremendous job.

So I think we can take great pride that 10 years into this draw-
down, after 15 years of consecutive budget declines, the troops are
doing very well. Now this has been because of your commitment all
along to make sure we had what we needed.

The U.S. remains the glue that holds together the international
security order. We are the glue that holds NATO together.
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I know that there are friction points that come with that as,
right now, we are experiencing in Kosovo. These are very tough
questions. It is very clear that the Kosovo peace operation is not
going to work if we are not a participant to it. We are trying to
be a small participant to it for we are the glue that holds NATO
togel‘ilher. And it still is a centerpiece of our security posture in the
world.

There is no peer competitor around the world to match the
United States. This is not to say that one will not emerge. One
could very well emerge. But right now we are unparalleled in what
we can do, and we do have global security interests and global re-
sponsibilities. We are up to that. But it is stressful, and I will go
through that in a moment.

I am probably most impressed by item number 4, that is, there
is a level of professionalism and innovation in our military that is
breathtaking. People are thinking more creatively about how to do
our business efficiently now than I think at any time I have seen
in the years that I have worked in the department. Congress has
contributed to that. You pushed us last year to joint experimen-
tation. We think that is an important dimension to this.

What is happening in these forces is very impressive and I know
we will hear that during the year with the hearings. And I think
you will see, as Hurricane Mitch demonstrated, the villagers were
out cheering when the United States military came into town. Now
that is not the case for many militaries around the world. But it
was and they were when we showed up down in Central America.
I think that is typical of the very thoughtful and sophisticated way
that our forces try to work when they are overseas.

Let’s go to the next chart, please.

ARE WE PREPARED FOR THE NEXT CENTURY?

Sustaining spectrum of capabilities for likely contingencies
Major initiatives to counter proliferation of WMD

Organizing to deal with cyber threats

Funding National Missile Defense program

Systematic climate of innovation

—Service warfighting labs and joint experimentation

Strong theater engagement plans to shape security environment

ARE WE PREPARED FOR THE NEXT CENTURY?

Are we getting ready for the next century? In many ways I think
we are.

We are still maintaining the capability to respond to the broad
spectrum of conflicts. Yesterday, at a hearing in front of the Senate
Budget Committee, I was challenged: why do we still have a two
major regional conflict (MRC) strategy? Why are we doing that?

Well, the fact is that three times in the last 5 years we have had
two nearly simultaneous contingencies in different theaters. We
had to get ready. We had to be able to maintain that.

We are dealing with the biggest challenge, trying to deal with
the biggest challenge we face, which is the proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction and the horrible idea that these things, as ter-
rorist devices, might be coming to the homeland. This is a big prob-
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lem and it is one that I know this committee has pushed us on
more than anybody has.

We will talk about some of the things we are doing, especially
working with the National Guard, to be ready for that.

We have been experiencing during the last 18 months some very
significant challenges in the cyberspace. I will tell you that it is a
very complex problem. We would like probably to talk about it with
you in a closed session to give you some examples of things that
we are working with right now. This is a challenge that we are fac-
ing.

It is not just DOD. Frankly, America’s infrastructure now is
largely in the private sector, and an attack on America is going to
be an attack on the private sector infrastructure in America. We
need to start thinking about that and worrying about that problem.

Senator STEVENS. I would like to see you give us a date very
early in the morning, and we will just take our committee over to
the department. I think that those things require some demonstra-
tion to understand.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS. I think the committee ought to be interested
and we would like to come over and visit in a sort of briefing room
over there.

Dr. HAMRE. We would be pleased to do that. There are some very
important things underway right now that we do need to tell you
about.

Senator STEVENS. We will have Steve and Charlie check with you
and we will figure out that time. I hope it will be a full committee
briefing, though, and not just the subcommittee.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir. OK.

Sir, as you know, we have finally produced a funded National
Missile Defense Program. The administration advertised a National
Missile Defense Program over the last several years, but we only
funded the first three of our 3 +3 strategy. We did not fund the sec-
ond plus-three. I think that always undercuts the credibility of our
overall program. We have tried to correct that.

Now I know there is going to be discussion and argument about
that program this year and I fully expect that. I think the central
argument, point of contention, is what does it mean for the Anti-
Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty.

Now we strongly believe that the ABM Treaty is relevant and
important for our security in the future. I know that there are
strong disagreements with that here, and that ought to be a focal
point of our debate.

But, finally, I think we are advancing such that we have a fund-
ed program to put in front of you.

As I mentioned, we have a systematic climate of innovation. At
some point I would invite you to get brief presentations from the
services on what they are doing in their war fighting laboratories.
It really is tremendous.

You know, in the Civil War, we suffered so many casualties there
because the technology of fire power had moved ahead so much fur-
ther than the technology of communication. Back then, soldiers had
to be so close that they could still hear a verbal command from a
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commanding officer. They had to be so close that they were just
mowed down with firepower.

We are now able with technology to reverse that, where our
troops do not even have to be able to see each other and they can
bring concentrated fire on an opponent. There are very exciting
things that are happening to make us powerful and innovative into
the future. It really is important work for you to be aware of, what
the department and the services are doing.

Finally, we have worked very hard to try to have positive, con-
structive operations around the world through our theater engage-
ment programs. But we are also at this pivot point in history with
some definite problems and some concerns that we present to you.

May we go to the next chart, please.

WHAT CONCERNS Do I HAVE?

Harder to recruit and retain quality force in such a strong economy
Frequent operations have strained forces

Threadbare bases after 14 years of budget cuts

Equipment aging at unacceptable pace

WHAT CONCERNS DO I HAVE?

As you said, Mr. Chairman, and as Senator Inouye said, we are
having trouble recruiting. It is tough in this environment. The
economy is so strong. It is not like the old days where we were
competing with the drop-outs. We are not competing to get the
drop-outs. We are competing to get the college-bound. It is tough
to recruit in this environment. It is a small pool, a pool that has
opportunities, and we are finding it very difficult to recruit in this
environment.

This is why we have to ask for stronger resources to fund it. Last
week, of course, the Senate took the step to provide greater re-
sources for our personnel. We think that was an important en-
dorsement for the most important resource we have in the military,
which is our people.

But we are having trouble. I will be honest to say that. Right
now, the Army is falling about 2,000 short in recruiting in the first
quarter. We are nervous about that. We can obviously talk about
that.

The frequent operations that we have frankly are straining the
force. I know people say what is 4,000 more people in Kosovo. Well,
it is 4,000 more people on top of extensive, ongoing operations all
around the world. We have talked a lot about what we may have
to do to scale back elsewhere because we are really working hard.

The operations tempo for the services, the Army and the Air
Force, is three times higher than it used to be, and we have 40 per-
cent fewer forces. People are really working hard.

This is the main reason why it is so hard to retain people right
now. We are having a tough time retaining our pilots, as you know.
So this is a real challenge.

After 14 years of a drawdown, we have very threadbare bases.

Senator Inouye, you mentioned this in your statement, especially
about the quality of life. We have about 300,000 housing units, and
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the average age is 35 years old for our housing units. We are re-
placing them. We are only replacing about 5,000 or 6,000 housing
units a year.

You can tell from that that we are slipping behind. We are slip-
ping behind significantly.

So we have real challenges with our infrastructure. That is some-
thing, too, that we need to discuss.

Also, our equipment is aging, as you know. You have been look-
ing at this for years. We have taken the bulk of the downsizing
over the last 10 years. It started before we came, but we have been
taking it by largely cutting back on our modernization programs.

Now we are working our way back. You will see in the subse-
quent charts that we have turned the corner. We are getting up the
curve. We fell $1 billion short from our goal this year. But where
2 years ago we were at $42 billion when we submitted it to you,
this year we are at $53 billion. We are starting to get back on the
curve. But we are really in the hole because we have deferred mod-
ernization for quite a while.

This is a real challenge and we will go through that.

May I have the next chart, please.

MAJOR FEATURES OF Fi1SCAL YEAR 2000 BUDGET

$112 billion increase in resources over next 6 years
Major boosts in personnel compensation

—4.4 percent pay raise (higher than COLA)
—Reinstate 50 percent retirement benefits

—Reform pay tables to reward talent

Readiness remains highest priority

—Funded all ongoing operations

National Military Defense funding more than doubled
Sustain increases in procurement budget

Continue priority on streamlining and business reform
—Expand A-76 Public-Private Competitions
—Renewed request for base closures

MAJOR FEATURES OF FISCAL YEAR 2000 BUDGET

These are the major features, the bumper stickers, as it were, for
this budget. There is $112 billion—and I will talk about that in a
subsequent chart—and I know there are a lot of questions about
the dollars themselves. The compensation package, what we call
the new triad, is to have a significant pay raise, higher than the
cost of living adjustment, for a change, to reinstate the retirement
benefit back up to 50 percent, which is a big deal in the field. I
know you hear that when you talk to troops. There are a lot of peo-
ple who question it here in Washington, but it is a big deal to the
troops. We have heard that and it has really made a huge dif-
ference in people’s attitudes.

Also, most important, I am very gratified that the Senate en-
dorsed the pay tables reform. That is the big innovation that we
are bringing to you. We need to start rewarding the talent for per-
formance, not just longevity.

If there is anybody who is underpaid in our armed forces—
though everybody in one sense is underpaid—the people who are
really underpaid are the NCO’s. When you get above an E-5, they
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are underpaid. When you get to the mid-field grade officers, they
are underpaid for as hard as those folks are working.

That is what we are trying to address with the pay table reform,
and I thank you for dealing with that last week and for approving
that.

Readiness is another matter, and we will talk very briefly about
readiness. About half of the funds that we received from the White
House, the $112 billion, we have put into readiness. It is at really
historically high rates. It has to be because of how hard we are
working, frankly.

We will talk about National Missile Defense. As you can see, we
have added significantly to it.

The Secretary bought the high priced option. When we looked at
three different alternatives on what to fund, he actually chose the
high priced option.

I know there is some criticism that it is not essentially on the
2000-03 deployment, that it is 2000-05, with an option to bring it
back to 2000-03. But that is because we wanted to have a program
where we test adequately and we are not rushing to failure and
rushing to have problems like we had on THAAD missiles. We are
going to make that work, I am convinced. We cannot repeat those
mistakes, and that is how we designed this National Missile De-
fense System.

We will continue on with our streamlining efforts. I will talk very
briefly about that.

Let’s go to the next chart, please.
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I am showing you here a graphic representation of our budget.
Of course, the top line is the budget that we have submitted to you.
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The dashed line is last year’s budget. But that is last year’s budget
at a higher rate of inflation. So the purchasing power of last year’s
budget is the lowest line.

We were given all of the dollars between the lowest line and the
top line, and that is the $112 billion increase.

Now of that $112 billion, $84 billion of it is new budget author-
ity. The rest of it, the $28 billion, was dollars that were in last
year’s budget that could have been taken away from us because it
was lower inflation, but were not, and we were allowed to buy
other things with it.

So our purchasing power is up $112 billion, even though only $84
billion of it is additional budget authority.

Now those dollars are made available, of course, only with a
budget resolution. I mean, we do have to have this unlocked, and
I know you are working on this right now. But that is the only way
we can get at that, and the President submitted a program hope-
fully in the context of solving the other big problems that are in
front of the Congress—Social Security, Medicare, and that sort of
thing. That is how those dollars get loose.

Otherwise, we still would have to program against lower totals.
So we are programming against the higher numbers.

May we go to the next chart, please.

FINANCING THE DOD INCREASE
(Discretionary Budget Authority in Billions)

Fiscal year—

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2000-05

Fiscal Year 1999 Budget .........cc..c... 264.1 272.3 275.5 285.2 292.1 2994 1,688.7
Fiscal Year 2000 Budget .................. 268.2 287.4 289.3 299.7 308.5 3198 1,773.0
Additional Topline .........cccecemvirmrurnn 4.1 15.1 13.8 14.5 16.3 20.5 84.3
Economic Changes ..........ccoeeeerunnee 3.8 39 4.1 45 47 5.1 26.1
MilCon Advance Appn ......ccccoeveevennne 3.1 -31
RESCISSIONS oo 1.6 1.6

Total e 12.6 15.9 17.9 19.0 21.0 25.6 112.0

FINANCING THE DOD INCREASE

This is just the year by year plot points for the previous chart.
But I would like to spend some time talking about the 2000 col-
umn, the first column, fiscal year 2000.

There are the additional dollars in the top line, the $4.1 billion.

Mr. Chairman, you highlighted in your statement that some of
those involve legislative change that has to come from this rein-
vestment thing—I forget what the formal title is. It was in some
other account and was given to us. But it does take an Act of Con-
gress, I think, to make it available. So, clearly, that is going to be
a problem.

The economic changes that I mentioned are the inflation savings,
fuel and inflation savings.

The MilCon advance appropriation looks a lot like incremental
funding, but we are calling it advance appropriations. This is the
first year of the expenditures for a program.
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We did not cut back any projects. It is all the same projects. But
it’s that we only paid for the first year of those projects in 2000
and we asked to pay for the rest in 2001.

Now you can do that. It is not a gimmick. This is the way other
MilCon projects are done. It really is asking you to appropriate dol-
lars in 2000 for both 2000 and 2001, and you can pull it off.

It is not our preferred way of doing business, to be honest. I
mean, we would rather have had additional dollars, but it was the
only way we could do it and stay under the caps.

I have talked to a Ms. Ashworth about it. It is a very tough prob-
lem for the MilCon subcommittee. This is very difficult. It is asking
you to do business in a very different way for 1 year.

The only reason we did it is because it was the only way we
could submit a budget—and we have submitted such a budget—
that stayed consistent with the caps and still provide the additional
$12.6 billion for DOD.

So just to be very up front, this is a tough problem that we have
to work through.

Sir, the $1.6 billion rescissions—and I know rescissions are about
as welcome as an undertaker at a 50th anniversary high school re-
union. We are not happy to bring them to you and we are now ex-
pecting that you are probably going to gladly endorse them. We
will have to work with you through the year here to try to figure
out how we are going to take care of that problem.

I do not have anything more to say on it than that, to be honest.
I know this is, again, not exactly the way we would like to do it.
We have done it in the past and it was not gladly received then,
either. But it is the way that we put the program together this
year to get to $12.6 billion.

In essence, we have a good program and we just gave you a heck
of a problem on how to fund it.

Sir, let’s go to the next chart, please.

PEOPLE COME FIRST

Restore 50 percent retirement benefits

Provide largest pay raise since 1982

—Fiscal year 1999 = 3.6 percent; fiscal year 2000 = 4.4 percent,; fiscal year
2001-05 = 3.9 percent

Reform military pay table to reward performance

Increase specially pays and bonuses to address retention issues

PEOPLE COME FIRST

This is simply a summary of what we have done for people. As
we mentioned, it is the retirement. I don’t need to go through this
because you did this last week. You went beyond it, but you did
do all of this last week. So we don’t need to linger on it other than
for me to say thank you, thank you for endorsing the troops. It
meant an awful lot to us and it meant a lot to people in the field.

Let’s go to the next chart.
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Current Readiness: A Top Priority

Operation & Maintenance Funding
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PROTECTING READINESS

This is a graphic representation of what we did on readiness and
on O&M funding. As I mentioned, of the $112 billion, about $49 bil-
lion of it went into direct readiness spending. So what we did a
year ago is this.

The very bottom line that you see was the 1998 budget. That was
a year in which we were having some real stress points for readi-
ness. So last year we increased funding, and that is what brought
us up to that middle line, before we get to the shaded area. It’s
called the fiscal year 1999 budget. Then we added the additional
dollars, the $49 billion that is in that shaded area.

So you can see that we are at relatively high rates, high historic
rates, for this force structure. If we were to normalize it on the
basis of personnel, it is at an all-time high.

But, again, it takes that to go into the field as regularly as we
are doing and to keep the warfighting edge the way we have to.

Next chart, please.
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CONTINGENCY FUNDING

[In billions]

Fiscal Fiscal
year 1999  year 2000

BOSIIA rvvveoveeceeee e esesssseesesees s ss st $1.8 $1.8
Southwest Asia .

Fiscal year 1999 does not include cost of Kosovo verification mission, storm
damage relief efforts or recent action against Iraq.

Fiscal year 2000 budget fully funds support operations in Bosnia and South-
west Asia.

CONTINGENCY FUNDING

This budget does include our budget request to fund operations
in Bosnia and fully fund the operations in Southwest Asia. Now
that is for the planned operations in Southwest Asia. We don’t
know how many times Saddam Hussein is going to continue to vio-
late the No-Fly Zone and we are going to have to respond. I cannot
forecast that. So that is not included in the budget.

But we do have the $1.8 billion in to pay for ongoing operations
in Bosnia and the $1.1 billion for Southwest Asia.

Now this does not have any money in it for any operation in
Kosovo if we have to do Kosovo.

I was asked yesterday what would Kosovo potentially cost if we
had to do Kosovo. Again, let me just say that we will not be going
into Kosovo unless there is a peace agreement that both the Serbs
and the Kosovars sign. If we go in and the Secretary said we will
participate, that he will recommend we will participate with a
small percentage of an overall NATO operation, we think that to
get in and to support for about a year we would need between $1.5
billion and $2 billion.

Now I have to tell you that we cannot pay for that inside of our
accounts. That would cause serious readiness problems if we had
to finance that ourselves. So we will have to come back to you with
a supplemental for that. Just to be very up-front about it, that is
in our future if this thing unfolds. We think it is an important di-
mension. We think there has been good progress in the last week.
We obviously have some big problems in front of us as we are try-
ing to win both parties to a final agreement.

Let’s go to the next chart, please.
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| Modernization on Target
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This is a graphic representation of our modernization program.
As you can see, a year ago we were hoping—this year we wanted
to be at $54 billion. As you see, the Quadrennial Defense Review
(QDR) goal—the top line of numbers—is what we said 2 years ago
as what we wanted to do for modernization. We wanted to get up
to $60 billion next year. This year we wanted to be at $54 billion.

You can see right below it, it says the fiscal year 2000 budget.
That is where we were compared to what we wanted to do.

As you can see, we fell short here in 2000. Even though we got
the additional $12.6 billion, we were not able to get to our final tar-
get. That is, because, frankly, the readiness goals and the per-
sonnel goals were higher. We wanted to pay them first.

So we fell a little bit short. We are going to be over the targets
beyond that.

Now I also have to tell you that I don’t think $60 billion is going
to be enough in the long run for recapitalization of the force. As
you can see, we get up to about $75 billion in our planning. We
would like to be able to hold it at that.

It is going to take that if we are going to start buying replace-
ment ships, aircraft, and combat vehicles. We have not been buying
very much equipment over the last 10 years and we are going to
need to start doing that again.

OK, next chart, please.
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REVITALIZE DOD FACILITIES

10 percent increase in military construction over FYDP

Implementation of privatization projects to increase new housing construc-
tion

Significant increases in real properly maintenance to arrest maintenance
backlogs

REVITALIZING DOD FACILITIES

Regarding our facilities, we do have an increase in our budget
this year over the fiscal year defense plan (FYDP) for facilities.

This is also controversial, I know, but a major approach that we
have taken here—it’s not a departure, but we have strengthened
it—is to try to use privatization procedures more for especially fam-
ily housing.

We know from analytic studies that we probably pay 30 percent
more for housing than the private sector does on a comparable
square footage basis. We would like to be able to unlock the power
that is in the private sector to help us buy better housing for the
troops, and faster.

This is very definitely a change in the way we do business with
the Congress. We are used to the old oversight mechanisms, you
know, where we submit very detailed plans, blueprints, lay-outs, et
cetera. When you start going the route of using private sector inno-
vation, you have to accept the kind of streamlined procedures that
the private sector routinely uses. But it cuts against the grain as
to the way we traditionally have done business on military con-
struction.

I think we need to develop a new method of oversight because
the old method would simply drag us back into the detailed blue-
prints, and most of the private sector would say to heck with that,
we just don’t want to do it that way.

I think we have to find a new way instead. We are not trying
to avoid the oversight. Frankly, I think having the oversight makes
it a national commitment. Trying to slide by without oversight
makes it a brittle, hollow initiative that will not sustain itself over
time. So we welcome the oversight, and I think we need to find
ways to have the professional staff of the committees come and
work with us earlier in the process and see what we are doing.
They can warn us ahead of time that this is not a good idea, or
they don’t think there would be support for it, or they really think
that we need to adjust it in this or that way.

But somehow we must think of a different way of developing an
oversight mechanism with the Congress so that we can try to push
ahead with these privatization initiatives.

They are going to be controversial, and we are not going to try
to do anything that has opposition in the Congress, of course. So
we would like to find a way to work closely with you, more closely
with you, earlier in the process so that we can revise it, refine it,
and not give you bad ideas at the time when you then have to con-
front them publicly and say we have to turn this down because it
does not make sense.
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We would much rather know if it makes sense or does not make
sense earlier in the process when we can do something about it.
OK, next chart, please.

DEFENSE REFORM INITIATIVE

Streamline organizations

—Headquarters reductions and agency consolidations
Reengineer business practices

—Paperless contracting

Compete to improve and save

—229,000 positions opened to competition

Eliminate unnecessary infrastructure

—2 new BRAC rounds

Excess overhead threatens readiness and force structure

DEFENSE REFORM INITIATIVE

I won’t spend a long time on this one. The Secretary has made
this a very high priority. We have done an awful lot.

For example, on the streamlining of the headquarters, the Sec-
retary made an announcement a year ago that he would cut a third
out of his own organization, and we have done that. We are 95 per-
cent done.

The last ones are, of course, the hardest ones, the most painful.
But we will get that done this year.

As for business practices, I am very pleased at what we have
done in the business practices area. Two years ago, for example, we
were using the credit card to buy most of our small purchases. Our
small purchases are anything less than $2,500. We do about 10
million contract actions a year. Seventy-five percent of them were
less than $2,500. And yet, we were only using the credit card for
about a fourth of them.

We now have that up so that this year about 90 percent of all
small purchases will be with a commercial credit card. So we won’t
have to go through a contract office, a payment office, and all the
expense and complexity that government-unique purchasing was
requiring when we can use just a modern business tool.

That is an example of things that we are doing in this area.

The third bullet is where we talk about competition of jobs that
are currently in government, being undertaken by government em-
ployees. There was a real push earlier in the 1990’s for us to pri-
vatize everything. We ran into a real buzz saw with that.

Part of it was substantive, and part of it was political. It was
very hard to just tell government employees who had been working
hard and thought they were doing a good job that we are just going
to get rid of you. So we said we were not going to do that.

Then, 2 years ago, our approach was we are going to open it up
for competition, we are going to try to compete many more jobs
using the A-76 process. It is cumbersome. It takes 2 years to con-
duct a competition under the A—76 process. And most people in the
private sector say we are crazy to do it this way.

But this is a process that has been worked out over the years,
and it is considered to be a fair meeting ground between the pri-
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vate sector and the public sector. So government employees are not
unfairly punished by our just throwing their jobs away and the pri-
vate sector has a chance to explicitly know how to compete and to
compete fairly.

Historically, we have done about 2,000 A-76 competitions.
Roughly half the time the government employees win; the other
half the time the private sector wins. In every case, the taxpayer
has won.

We have averaged savings of 30 percent on the average, across
the board, when we have done these competitions. We want to ex-
pand that.

Last year, we did about 26,000 A-76 competitions. That was
more than the last 13 years combined. We want to go beyond that.
We want to compete up to 229,000 jobs.

Now I have to say that this is causing some back pressure. You
are all hearing it, I am sure, from back home.

A lot of the constituents that are talking to you are probably say-
ing that this is just pre-staging base realignment and closure
(BRAC), that they are just setting us up so that they can close our
base.

Our view is that it is exactly the other way around. That base
is going to be a lot more competitive if it becomes efficient in how
it is working. As I said, half the time government employees win
and become much more efficient in the process. This is a good proc-
ess and probably one of the best ways to save a base.

It is not pre-staging the closure of bases. But I know you are
hearing lots of opposition. I would ask you to please let us know.
We will amend the process in any fair way we can without making
it less efficient. And it is already pretty inefficient. As I said, it
takes us about 2 years to do it.

DEPOT CLOSURES

Senator STEVENS. Will you close the depots first?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, on the two depots that were controversial be-
cause of the last base closure round, what we did on those is this.
I know there was a lot of opposition to this. But when the Presi-
dent said that we ought to privatize in place, what we said on our
end was this: Mr. President, what we will do is open them for com-
petition. We will keep the jobs there if they can win a competition.

So we held three competitions—actually four. One was for the C—
5 work that was down in San Antonio. Then there was basically
all the work at McClellan Air Force Base, which was out in Cali-
fornia. Excuse me, it’s three competitions. Then there was the en-
gine work that was at San Antonio.

In each three we held competitions. For the first one where we
held a competition, we, frankly, did not do it very well. Warner-
Robbins won the competition, but there were a lot of things we
learned in that process that I wish I had known earlier. They could
have made a difference. But we did not go back and try to change
that.

The next two competitions, at McClellan, in each case what we
said was that McClellan, which was going to be privatized, had to
find a private sector partner. They did. The Air Force depot, in this
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case Hill Air Force Base, had to find a private sector partner to
compete as a team-mate.

They did that, and it turned out Hill won and Sacramento, Cali-
fornia, lost. So the depot will close in Sacramento.

We just held a competition about 2 weeks ago at Kelly Air Force
Base. This was for the engine work. There was a very tough com-
petition.

But Texas and Oklahoma, both the depots, had private sector
partners. And in this case, it was a heck of a competition, but
Oklahoma won. They won with a private sector partner.

Now it turns out some of the jobs are actually going to stay in
Texas, but entirely under private sector hands.

So, sir, we are closing those two depots.

Senator STEVENS. But it is 3 years, almost 4, years later.

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, it definitely did take us a longer period of time.
But I honestly think we have saved enormous sums of money that
we would not have saved otherwise. This is because what we would
have done under the old BRAC formula is to take every one of
those jobs and basically reproduce exactly the same way of doing
business at one of the other depots. And we would have paid huge
facilitization bills and we would not have gotten the efficiencies
from the competition.

We saved several billion dollars through this, even though it did
take us longer.

Believe me, it was painful. I would have loved to have avoided
the pain of this. But it actually, I think, worked out better for ev-
erybody when all is said and done.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I have to do this next thing or my boss would
“whup” me. I have to say that we need two more rounds of BRAC.
I know that is not a happy message to bring up here. But we have
excess facilities.

We much would prefer to be able to finance the forces we need,
to do so and not have to finance bases we don’t need. I know it is
controversial. I know it is not a happy message to bring. And I
know from talking to all of you privately that you have been as
helpful as anybody has to try to work out these problems.

But we really would like to be able to go along here. We think
this is the fairest way of doing business, and we hope that we have
demonstrated our bona fides to you by the way we handled the pri-
vatization competitions at Texas and California such that we can
earn your confidence to manage this process.

Let me wrap it up there. I have a closing chart, but I won’t show
it because I think we have covered everything and you have been
very kind to let me go on for so long. Let me now take any ques-
tions that you might have.

Senator STEVENS. Let me first ask Senator Cochran, who has
joined us, if he has any opening comments.

Senator COCHRAN. No, Mr. Chairman. I will await my turn.

Thank you.
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BUDGET CAPS AND BUDGET RESOLUTION

Senator STEVENS. You had a list up there. I mentioned it in the
beginning. We believe we need about $8.3 billion in more budget
authority to pay for the year 2000 budget.

What is the administration’s position on that? How are we going
to get over the cap?

Dr. HAMRE. Well, sir, the administration’s budget, the budget we
sent you had all of these different things in it because we had to
stay under the cap. I think this is the tough problem we are pre-
senting to you.

Everything we have presented to you, you could do. Whether you
want to do it is another matter. Whether it is a good thing to do
is another matter. But all of it is executable.

We did not submit to you a budget that was not executable.

Senator STEVENS. Some of them are here for the third time, Mr.
Secretary.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir, like the rescissions. I mean, I really don’t
expect you to do that. I mean, I really don’t expect you to do that,
even though we have proposed it to you. So we are just going to
have to sit and work with you somehow this year.

Frankly, we would like to see a budget resolution that settles the
big picture and that opens up the 2000 to whatever resolution we
need for 2000.

Senator STEVENS. I want to ask you this, just from your account-
ing management background. If we yielded to the budget’s request
for the military construction and just paid the first year, am I right
that it would cost more money in the long run?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I think it has the potential for costing more in
the long run. This is why I think we would have to really manage
this much more intensively than we otherwise would.

What we would have to do is to watch very closely for every one
of these projects that we don’t have contractors who are hedging
their bets that the dollars won’t appear the second year and, there-
fore, they price the first year in an aggressive manner. I think
there are lots of challenges that come with that.

Senator STEVENS. I would like to explore this. We might set up
criteria so that you would put a cap on progress payments per year.
If that saves money, we ought to know.

I think that just putting up a portion of the money is going to
lead to questions from contractors as to whether the second year
is going to be there in time and whether, if they can make better
progress, they could obtain monies to complete the project sooner
at a lower cost.

I really think you lose basic management to contain costs unless
it is totally funded at the beginning.

I wish you would really get some people to study it. I think the
committee would be willing to examine military construction from
the point of view of a new approach. But it would have to be one
that is permanent, not just for 1 year.

This is just 1 year, for that first year of a series of projects that
are already on the priority list, right?

fDr. HAMRE. Yes, sir. And it is 1 year and then we back right out
of it.
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Our preference is to do full funding. That would be our pref-
erence to do. We only did it because we had the cap that we had
to slip under.

I'm sorry, but I'm committing to the truth here. [Laughter.]

Senator STEVENS. It’s like that old game where you used to try
to sneak under the pole. We played it when we were young. What’s
that game?

Senator COCHRAN. Limbo.

Senator STEVENS. Yes, limbo. This is a “limbo budget.” You had
to sneak under the lowest position on the stick. I don’t think you
made it.

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I was a lot younger when I did limbo, and I usu-
ally fell down. [Laughter.]

LIMITING PROGRESS PAYMENTS

Senator STEVENS. You have a series of adjustments, too, that I
think we ought to talk about. There are really credits that you
have taken. There’s $500 million by limiting progress payments to
contracts above $2 million. That just harms the little guy. Why
would we do that?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I think there has really been no adjustment to
the progress payment caps for I don’t know how many years.

Bill came up with this idea. I think Bill ought to sit up here and
defend it. [Laughter.]

Of course I am ultimately responsible.

Senator STEVENS. You know, it’s nice at least to have genius rec-
ognized, Bill. [Laughter.]

Why is just for amounts, contracts, above $2 million? It would
seem that the people who need progress payments are the people
in the bracket below $2 million. Why don’t you limit the progress
payments to the area where there is sort of an ability to fund con-
cept?

I am just asking the question. What is that limit for?

Mr. LYNN. The limit is just the administration and the expense
of going through the steps of progress payments we have had since
the 1950’s, that we would not do progress payments on contracts
with a value of less than $1 million.

This is adjusted essentially for inflation. In fact, it is quite a bit
less than the inflation adjustment since the 1950’s, and it would
bring it up to $2 million.

Senator STEVENS. Isn’t the effect of it, though, to take small busi-
ness out of progress payments?

Mr. LYNN. It would take small contracts, and to the extent that
those small contracts are with small businesses, that is correct, Mr.
Chairman.

Where I think we would like to go in the long run, frankly, is
to move away from progress payments entirely and move to a mile-
stone billing where, instead of just paying for financing, to finance
contracts over the length of them, to where we establish mile-
stones. When a piece of the contract is delivered, we would pay a
part of the price. That would take us entirely away from the old
method.
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Senator STEVENS. I would like to discuss with you the alternative
of a departmental loan guarantee approach and get away from that
altogether.

But I have used up my time.

Senator Inouye.

RECRUITING CHALLENGES

Senator INOUYE. Mr. Secretary, I would like just to touch upon
three areas—recruiting, retention, readiness.

We have learned that the Navy has reduced its recruit require-
ments. For example, they are taking in a higher percentage of
dropouts, non-high school graduates. The Air Force has not been
able to meet 2 of the first 3 months’ recruiting goals in fiscal year
1999. And we note that the propensity to enlist used to be about
18 to 19 percent, and now it is 12 percent.

Are you really concerned because I am?

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, we are very concerned. It is very hard to recruit
now.

Senator INOUYE. Would the new retirement reform and pay
raises make a difference?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, our data does not show that young recruits are
motivated so much by pay raises. More than anything, it is our get-
ting to them. It is hard to get at young men and women these days.

Guidance counselors do not know the military as well. We have
trouble getting into a lot of schools in some regions. Parents do not
have the associations with the military that lead them to encourage
their kids to think about the military.

It is a big, big, comprehensive problem that we have to work
through. And we are really competing for very different talent.

You know, 25 years ago, we were competing for kids that might
try to get a job at the local machine shop. Now we are competing
for kids who have computer skills, who are going to go to junior
college and to college. We are really after a much tougher market.

So it takes a combination of things. It takes recruiting, that is,
enlistment incentives, education incentives. As you can see, we
have really boosted our education incentives.

We have to put a lot more recruiters out there. We have to start
working the high schools again and not the bus stations.

When you get short, you start getting desperate. Recruiters start
getting worried and they start working the bus stations, where peo-
ple do not have as many options. We really need to start working
high schools again.

Senator INOUYE. I notice that the Air Force is going to start ad-
vertising. Does advertising make that much of a difference?

ADVERTISING FOR RECRUITS

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir, it does.

This is the first time in history the Air Force has ever had paid
advertising. They have had public spots where broadcasters would
jlillst air them, but that is at 2:00 in the morning and that sort of
thing.

What we find is a lot of young people do not know that we are
still open for business, that we are still hiring, and we are hiring
lots of people. We are going to hire 220,000 people, and young peo-
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ple do not necessarily know. Advertising opens things up. It makes
them aware that there are options that otherwise they may not be
hearing.

It also opens the doors for our recruiters. So we think advertising
is important.

I think the question is how effective our advertising is. I think
that is a fair question. And where should we be advertising?

Here I think the services are really working at this. I mean, you
want to advertise on things that kids watch, ESPN type channels
and programs where young, athletically oriented kids are frequent
viewers. That is where we ought to be doing our advertising.

You and I may not see it because we are watching Public Broad-
casting or Masterpiece Theater or something similar. But that is
not where the kids are. So we do not necessarily see where our ad-
vertising dollars are spent.

But I think it is important to do it so that they are aware of us.

IMPACT OF RETIREMENT REFORM

Senator INOUYE. Recently, RAND came out with an analysis that
suggested that the retirement reforms would have very little im-
pact on retention. Is that your view?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I think what the RAND analysis showed is this.
They are looking at where do you put marginal dollars to get the
biggest return. From their analysis, far and away the largest re-
turn for the marginal investment would be with pay raises for mid-
grade NCO’s, field officers, and more senior NCO’s. That is where
you really would get your biggest return.

Those are the people who are most underpaid and that is where
you have retention questions. It would be bigger cash in the pocket-
book right now.

I think that analysis was right. But I think the retirement issue
became a much larger symbol to our men and women in uniform.
It became a symbol of do you really understand what I am doing
for you and do you respect what I am trying to do.

I don’t ask for much but to be treated fairly. Had we not in-
creased the retirement, gone back from 40 percent to 50 percent,
it would have been a damaging development and signal to our
NCO’s and to our officers.

I think we had to do that. In a pure and analytic sense, there
probably is a higher payoff for the pay table reform. But this was
something we had to do. There was just no question about that and
I think the Congress was right to do it and to endorse it.

DOWNSIZING AND RECRUITING STANDARDS

Senator INOUYE. We have Bosnia, we have Iraq, possibly Kosovo
and other places. Do you believe that we have down-sized too
much? Every time there is a budgetary crunch, the first word that
comes out is “downsize.”

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, there is no question that we are doing more with
fewer people and it is stressful.

As I mentioned to you, our analysis shows that our operating
tempo (OPTEMPO), our deployment days, are running 300 percent
higher, 3 times higher than they were back in 1989. And yet, we
have 40 percent fewer folks. It is very tough.
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But I also look at how hard it is to recruit. Right now, we would
not be able to recruit a larger force structure. We are having a
hard time recruiting to this force structure.

I think we are going to make it this year. But we want to make
it in a way that does not lower the quality standards.

You mentioned in your introductory observation that the Navy
has lowered its threshold.

We were very careful in working this through with the Navy. It
is not getting lower quality people because the people that we are
after are those that, while they may have dropped out of high
school, they have demonstrated in other ways that they have the
innovation and the energy to compensate for that. And they have
demonstrated on test scores, they have demonstrated in other
words, in working on getting a general equivalency degree (GED)
or things of that nature.

So we really don’t think we are accepting lower quality, although
we are changing the measure, the yardstick by which we measure
that quality to see if it works.

This may not be a permanent change.

Senator INOUYE. Today’s military requires the most skilled peo-
ple.

RETENTION CHALLENGES

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I tell you that you see that on the retention side.

Almost to the day, 2 months before an NCO is ready for reenlist-
ment, if he is in the computer business, he gets job offers, big job
offers from the private sector. I mean, they will buy anybody that
we can produce who has computer skills because there is such a
shortage there. We have a heck of a time retaining those folks. It
is a lot harder for us to retain people who are smart on computers
than it is to retain pilots. And they are getting job offers that are
2 and 3 times what they are making as an E-4, E-5, or E-6. It
is really shocking.

That is where you see the real challenge. We are not recruiting
to compete against the guy whose only option is to flip hamburgers
at the local McDonald’s. We are competing to get real talent, the
higher part of the talent spectrum.

It’s tough.

Senator INOUYE. I notice that I have gone beyond the red light.
I am sorry, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Shelby.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT FOR MISSILE DEFENSE

Secretary Hamre, I have supported for a long time the efforts of
this country to deploy and to operate ballistic missile defense sys-
tems. Success of these efforts I believe hinges on continued develop-
ment of advanced technologies and research.

Do you share my concern that we may be short-changing the ad-
vanced technology side of the ballistic missile defense (BMD) budg-
et?

Dr. HAMRE. Boy, I don’t know. We have to do it.
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Senator SHELBY. Do you agree, basically, that our success de-
pends on the continued research and development of technologies
to deal with this?

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir. But what I do not have is a sense from
building a budget that we had short-changed it this year. So I am
going to have to go back and find out, or talk with you to find out
what your concerns are.

Senator SHELBY. Some of my real concerns are there.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir. I would be happy to sit down with you on
that.

Senator SHELBY. We cannot just go with one technology, can we
in BMD?

Dr. HAMRE. I think it is very clear that there is high risk in this
area and we do have to have lots of options. At least we have to
analyze options here. Yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Doctor, hasn’t there been an obvious high rate
of change in the arena of defense technology and would you agree
that a healthy research and development in technology is very im-
portant—not only in this area, but in all the areas, but especially
in the area of ballistic missile defense?

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir.

But I also have to say that it is more complex in the sense that
there is an awful lot of innovation going on in the private sector
that we, frankly, ought to be buying from them, rather than trying
to develop in our own in-house labs, sometimes.

Sometimes our labs, frankly, protect old ideas, not develop new
ideas. So it is working interactively that is important, and only the
real experts can sort that out.

Senator SHELBY. But the best thing there is the cross-fertiliza-
tion, would that not be so——

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY (continuing). With our labs and with the
marketplace

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, the private sector.

Senator SHELBY (continuing). Because there has been an explo-
sion in this area?

Dr. HAMRE. And the universities, too.

Senator SHELBY. Oh, yes. It is just a connection that is so obvi-
ous and on which we have built over the years. It should be nur-
tured.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir. It still is why we are so strong today.

Senator SHELBY. It is obvious to all of us that there has not been
that breakthrough yet to field a ballistic missile defense. In other
words, as of today, at 11 o’clock, as far as I know, we don’t have
a defense against ballistic missiles incoming to anywhere in Amer-
ica, do we?

Dr. HAMRE. Not for a national sense. The PAC II is good against
slower velocity ballistic missiles. But not in a national sense.

Senator SHELBY. Not against intercontinental ballistic missiles.

Dr. HAMRE. No, sir. We don’t have that.

Senator SHELBY. Not against any kind of fast missiles.

Dr. HAMRE. That’s right. Yes, that’s right.

Senator SHELBY. So that has to be not only one of your greatest
challenges but one of ours, sitting on this committee. Should it be?
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Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir. I think the administration has at least
given you a much stronger program this year in the sense that we
fund it. There are still some big, technical challenges out there, and
we have to make sure that we do not create an environment where
we rush in without doing disciplined testing.

Senator SHELBY. Oh, I totally agree. That is why the technology
and the continued research and development is so important, is it
not?

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir, and the disciplined research and develop-
ment. Yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. And the cross-fertilization, as I say, from all of
that, from our universities, from the private sector, and from our
own national labs.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Yes, sir.

Senator Cochran.

ADDITIONAL BRAC ROUNDS

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Hamre, you mentioned the request for two additional BRAC
rounds. Let me ask you this question.

Does the budget assume any savings from new BRAC rounds? If
so, how much?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, there are some assumed savings in 2005, but
there are much higher costs in 2001 through 2004. So the budget
actually has several billion dollars of net costs associated with
BRAC rounds, not savings.

MAINTAINING 300-SHIP NAVY

Senator COCHRAN. Is the Future Years Defense Plan which is
submitted with this budget sufficient to maintain a 300 ship Navy?
If not, how many ships will it maintain?”

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, it will maintain a 300 ship—may I reformulate
your question? This is not to avoid it but because the Future Years
Defense Budget only goes 5 or 6 years. Obviously, we are able to
keep 300 ships for 5 or 6 years.

The real issue is can you maintain 300 ships if you are only buy-
ing 7 new ships every year. I think that is the real problem.

I think the answer to that is no if we are going to hold on to the
old retirement schedules. So we would either have to buy more
ships or get ships that can live longer, and probably some combina-
tion of both.

We clearly need to get a stronger ship-building program.

Senator COCHRAN. Is there a mean lifespan now that you con-
sider?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I think we talk in the average across all ship
classes that the average is about 35 years. I remember when it
used to be 30 years. So you used to be able to divide fairly easily
and you needed to be buying at least 10 ships a year. We now
think we can get buy with buying 8 ships a year.

But we are really just barely at the right number.
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Senator COCHRAN. But the Navy put the U.S.S. Mississippi in
mothballs after 17 years, or some short period of time it sounded
like to me.

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I'm going to commit a cardinal sin and admit to
you I don’t know what the U.S.S. Mississippi was.

Senator COCHRAN. It was a nuclear powered frigate.

Dr. HAMRE. Oh, the cruiser.

Senator COCHRAN. Yes. The cost of refueling it ended up being
ls;o 1?Xpensive, as a comparative matter, that they decided to moth-

all it.

Dr. HAMRE. Right. That was one of those where we made a stra-
tegic investment in what we thought made sense and it turns out
that nuclear power is not very cost effective in smaller combatants.
So the recoring, redoing the core, was just excessive, and we would
rather put it onto a brand new ship, so that we can keep it modern,
up to state of the art electronics and fire control systems.

RELEASE OF APPROPRIATED FUNDS

Senator COCHRAN. Let me ask another question.

It has come to my attention that the Comptroller’s Office at the
department has refused to release appropriated funds for several
programs that have been requested by the services. The programs
are spread throughout all categories—operations and maintenance,
procurement, research, development, testing and evaluation, mili-
tary construction and family housing—in effect, all services, includ-
ing the Reserves and National Guard.

For example, over 30 Navy research, development, test and eval-
uation (RDT&E) programs have been on hold since December
under the order of the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD).

What is OSD’s policy on releasing appropriated funds? Have
}:‘hege r)been any recent changes in OSD policy concerning release of
unds?

Dr. HAMRE. Senator, I am shocked at all the problems we are
having with this new Comptroller. I mean, it is just amazing.
[Laughter.]

I'm kidding, of course.

Sir, there has been no change in policy.

Senator COCHRAN. I think we ought to identify the fellow with
you for the record. He has had such an important part to play here
this morning.

Dr. HAMRE. The reason I joke about that is he always talks about
how much better things are now compared to the old Comptroller.
[Laughter.]

Sir, there has been no change in policy.

I think what happened this year is the following. Normally, when
budgets, when the Appropriations Bill is done, there is a process
that we have to go through of apportionment and other things. The
services then give us requests to release the dollars, and then we
do that on the basis of the requests.

When we do it, we consider is there an obligation plan, et cetera.

Senator COCHRAN. Well, the services have requested these funds.

Dr. HAMRE. They just started to, sir.

What has really happened is, because we were so late in getting
our budget together this year—we really did not wrap up our budg-
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et until January of this year and the services were working on it—
all the people who normally would have been working in November
to prepare budget release documents really were not doing that.
They have just started coming in to Mr. Lynn here in the last
month.

There is no policy of holding anything up. We are not building
rescission lists, even though we have proposed a rescission to you.
We will work everything through in normal order to try to have a
sensible execution. There has been absolutely no change in policy,
sir. I would be glad to sit down and go through any of it with you.
And T apologize for my rude remark about the Comptroller. He is
a good friend and he is doing very well. [Laughter.]

Senator COCHRAN. Oh, he doesn’t mind, I'm sure. [Laughter.]

NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE ACT

The National Missile Defense Act will be before the Senate very
soon. It provides, and I quote, “It is the policy of the United States
to deploy as soon as technologically possible an effective National
Missile Defense System capable of defending the territory of the
United States against limited ballistic missile attack, whether acci-
dental, unauthorized, or deliberate.”

That is the entire bill.

Is there anything in this bill that you would interpret to mean
that the Defense Department should disregard measures of oper-
ational effectiveness or sound developmental testing practices in
determining whether the National Missile Defense System is tech-
nologically ready to provide an effective defense against limited
ballistic missile attack?

Dr. HAMRE. No, sir. I believe your adding that to the legislative
record would be an important dimension to us understanding how
to implement it. But I don’t think that is the core of the opposition
that the administration has to it.

I think they are opposed not on that. I think it is really on the
implications it has for arms control and things of that nature.

Senator COCHRAN. Well, we continue to hear as an excuse for not
supporting it that there is no assurance that the system would be
tested, for example, enough to justify its reliability to then justify
the appropriation of dollars to deploy the system. That is why it
has in here “effective,” the word “effective.” That contemplates test-
ing. It contemplates that it works.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes.

Senator COCHRAN. And then also there is the phrase “techno-
logically possible.” That means the technology is sound, and it is
effective, and it is reliable.

So I am suggesting that a fair reading of the words of the bill
put to rest some of the concerns that are being raised and used in
the loudest criticism of the legislation.

I was just curious about your personal reaction to the language
of the bill.

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, my personal reaction is as you have said. I read
the language and it says that you would still expect us to be good
program managers. You would still expect us to do testing, dis-
ciplined, rigorous testing—not slowing us up, just to test for the
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sake of testing, but to do disciplined testing to know that it really
would be effective and that it really would work.

Senator COCHRAN. And that Congress would have to authorize
the deployment——

Dr. HAMRE. Yes.

Senator COCHRAN (continuing). And fund it through the author-
ization and appropriations process.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir. But just so I don’t get myself terribly in
trouble with those with whom I work, I, again, don’t think that is
the centerpiece of the administration’s opposition to the bill.

I think it really rests more on the arms control issues and things
of that nature.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.

KOSOVO OBSERVER COSTS

Dr. Hamre, you made a point that there is no money in this
budget for Kosovo. Yet, we have indications that there have been
substantial costs for the diplomatic observer mission there. We
have not seen any accounting for that—communications, vehicles,
force protection, transportation costs. How extensive has that
Kosovo expense been so far?

Dr. HAMRE. Not much.

Bill?

Mr. LYNN. It’s been, I think, in the neighborhood of $50 million
or $60 million so far.

Senator STEVENS. It’s at that level? It’s not above that?

Mr. LYNN. Let me double check for the record, but that is what
my memory says.

[The information follows:]

The Department’s total cost for KDOM and E-KDOM (Expanded Kosovo Diplo-
matic Observer Mission) was approximately $18 million ($15 million for the Army
and $3 million for the Navy). EEKDOM was a rapid expansion of the initial KDOM
mission to increase the ability to verify compliance with UNSCR 1199 and nego-
tiated agreements. Included in the above estimate are start-up costs associated with
American observers, medical team support, purchase of communications equipment,

establishment of communications infrastructure, security upgrades, and provision of
vehicles used by the observers.

Senator STEVENS. We had a briefing that indicated that we had
contingency plans at a substantial level for extraction of those peo-
ple and that we had equipment in place in case anything broke
down there; and that the United States was designated to be sort
of the protection force in the event they had to come out. Is that
not right?

Dr. HAMRE. I believe that we definitely were not doing that. I be-
lieve that that was being done led by, I think the French took the
lead in doing that or the British took the lead in doing that.

We have forces in the area, of course, that, if there was an
extremis situation, could be helpful. But those are like the Marines
that are already on location.

We did not designate any specific forces and we are not planning
for any.

Senator STEVENS. You're not taking any specific forces for protec-
tion?
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Dr. HAMRE. No, sir. We are supporting logistically the Kosovo
verification mission (KVM). We have some hummvees on the
ground and things of that nature. But it really is a fairly modest
composition.

Senator STEVENS. Just for the record, would you give us an ex-
planation of the efforts and how they were funded?

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir. Sure will.

Senator STEVENS. Also, include whether we are going to be see-
ing any kind of reprogramming on that.

[The information follows:]

The Department has contributed to the NATO air reconnaissance and surveillance
mission in order to assess compliance by all parties with the provisions of U.N. Se-
curity Council Resolution 1199 in Kosovo. DOD assets include U-2, P-3, and UAV
Predator aircraft and associated personnel support. Thus far, the Navy has incurred
costs in excess of $10 million and the Air Force over $15 million. These costs are
not reflected in the current budget, and therefore will likely be included in a larger

emergency supplemental funding request for unplanned contingency operations in
Kosovo and Southwest Asia.

RELEASE OF FISCAL YEAR 1999 APPROPRIATIONS

Senator STEVENS. Senator Cochran mentioned a portion of the
items. But we are starting to get calls that indicate that the 1999
funds have not been released yet. That raises some substantial con-
cerns about whether they will be obligated in this fiscal year and
whether we are facing some attempt to carry over portions of 1999
into year 2000 to soften the blow of the budget. Is there such ad-
vice or plan?

Dr. HAMRE. There is no such plan, sir. We are proceeding under
the normal order. I think we are, frankly, about 2%2 months behind
schedule because it took us 2% months longer to build a budget
this year. So there has been no change in any of that direction.

Believe me, I talked with Bill on the way up. We will work that
to make sure that we don’t have any problems.

CONCERNS ABOUT A HOLLOW FORCE

Senator STEVENS. I have had several personal conversations with
some of the uniformed people about our approaching signs of a hol-
low force. Are you really keeping track of hollow force signs?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, we meet on a monthly basis, the Senior Readi-
ness Oversight Council. It is where we sit down and survey where
we are on readiness.

I must confess to say I think that has been, the granularity of
that as an oversight mechanism I don’t think was giving us early
warning of the recruiting and retention problems that we were
having, for example.

We have doubled the effort. The Secretary now meets much more
regularly with the senior enlisted advisors. He goes out in the field
every month. We have hired a new guy who goes out to look at
readiness issues. He gives monthly reports to the Secretary. So we
are trying to get a better handle on it.

Each of the service chiefs knows that this is their responsibility.

Senator STEVENS. We were in Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, and Bosnia
about 18 months ago—I think it was 18. No, it was 9 months ago.

We had substantial indications from the enlisted and middle
grade, or lower grade, officers of an intention not to reenlist. We
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also had some rather cryptic comments about the availability of
parts and replacement systems.

I remember one who told me personally that he found it nice to
be where he was in Kuwait because he got what he needed when
he needed it. The unit he had just left had been put on a long delay
in order to make those parts and systems available to people in ei-
ther the Persian Gulf or Bosnia.

Dr. HAMRE. I believe that.

Senator STEVENS. To me, that is a sign of a hollow force. If your
Reserves are not adequately serviced in terms of parts and replace-
ments, that means they cannot do much to assist anybody who is
already deployed.

That is what happened before. It was not that we could not
maintain the ships that were deployed. It was that we could not
get them away from the dock in Norfolk because they did not have
parts, supplies, and personnel.

I think we ought to have a watchdog force to tell us about the
signs of a hollow force. That, to me, at this time would just be cata-
strophic, to see us return to the days of a hollow force.

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, if I may, what you have described I think we ac-
tually see all the time, that we absolutely do resource our forward
deployed forces richly, by comparison, and then we take it out of
the nondeployed forces that are back home. We are allocating scar-
city. That is the nature of where we are right now.

It is part of the reason why—and we laid this out to the Presi-
dent—we allocated $49 billion of the $112 billion for readiness
items. We basically fully funded the readiness items that the
Chiefs identified in their lists when they submitted them.

Senator STEVENS. The Chiefs identified $154 billion and you
have it at $112 billion, and we really think you have about $12 bil-
lion. I don’t really see that money out there beyond this year.

My time is up.

Senator Inouye.

MISSILE DEFENSE AND THE ABM TREATY

Senator INOUYE. Mr. Chairman, if I may follow up on Senator
Cochran, when the Department of Defense (DOD) announced that
they would be requesting $6.6 billion over the next 5 years for the
production of a National Missile Defense System, it was noted that
this may violate treaty arrangements but that the administration
would negotiate changes in the treaty.

With that sort of assurance in mind, Senator Cochran and I re-
introduced our bill. Then we were told that the President might
veto that bill and that no decision on deployment would be made
until June of the year 2000.

They also argued that the Cochran bill would jeopardize treaty
negotiations.

Has the administration made up its mind as to its position on
missile defense?

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir, I think it has.

Senator INOUYE. It is a bit confusing to me.

Dr. HAMRE. If T may, I will try to do better, although I am not
as capable as most people who are really the day to day experts
in this area.
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We believe that we are at the top. We have always said that
there were two criteria for a National Missile Defense. We had to
have a threat and we had to have something that was techno-
logically feasible. We feel that we are at that point, where we
should press ahead.

But there is another dimension to it. We are at a point where
a National Missile Defense System does, indeed, come up against
the restrictions that are in the ABM Treaty.

Now where I think we have a disagreement—not necessarily be-
tween you and me, sir, but between the administration and mem-
bers of Congress—is, is the ABM Treaty still an important dimen-
sion of our security posture? Does it contribute to a stronger de-
fense of America, the ABM Treaty?

We think it actually does. We think it continues to do so. But we
know, then, that we have to find a way to amend the treaty if we
do, indeed, want to deploy a National Missile Defense System.

This is a process that we would like to do collaboratively with the
treaty partner, you know, sitting down with Russia. We would like
to talk it through with them and to make adjustments that are mu-
tually acceptable.

We honestly believe that this treaty, that amending the treaty to
accommodate a limited National Missile Defense is going to help
}:‘hem as well. It really is not going to undermine their deterrent
orce.

This is designed against relatively small numbers, you know,
me&(lisured in two digits. They still have the capacity to launch thou-
sands.

So we do not believe this in any way threatens their deterrent
force, and we think it actually strengthens and provides more sta-
bility in the world against rogue actors. So we feel that there is a
basis to go and sit down with Russia and to say that an amend-
ment of the ABM Treaty is in our mutual best interests, one that
would accommodate the National Missile Defense System that we
need.

Senator INOUYE. Is it your belief that the Cochran bill will put
into jeopardy this negotiation?

Dr. HAMRE. I think, as people read the Cochran bill, sir, that
they read it to suggest that the only criterion now is technical fea-
sibility. That is where the administration says you are prejudging
any outcome of the discussion that we need to have with Russia
about amending the ABM Treaty. Therefore, because of that we
cannot support it.

That is the basis, the primary basis.

Senator INOUYE. Even with that statement, is it not true that if
deployment is to be accomplished, it would need authorization from
the Congress?

Dﬁ". HAMRE. Sir, it would, along with the funding that would go
with it.

Senator INOUYE. So it is not automatic that, if it technologically
feasible, a system would be established?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I understand that point and I think it is a com-
pelling point to be making in a debate.

However, what our Russian treaty partners are saying is look at
where this is going. Look at what you now state is the law of the
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land. You are going to do this. It is not an issue to negotiate. You
are just simply fooling around with us, just spending time talking.
But you have already committed to this thing irrespective of the
treaty.

We do not want to be in a position where our only option is sim-
ply to use the Supreme National Interest Clause and to drop the
treaty because we honestly believe that the treaty, in an amended
form, will continue to be really a strong dimension to our program.
And we would like to continue it and contain it, modify it so that
we can retain it.

But that does take negotiations. That does take discussions with
them. And I think the senior advisors to the President feel that the
Cochran bill in its current form prejudices that. So that is why I
think that they are suggesting their opposition to it.

THREATS TO U.S. COMPUTERS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Senator INOUYE. Recently you made a speech before the House
or in your testimony you suggested that we were engaged in a
cyber-war at this moment. On Monday, the South China Seas
News Agency reported that hackers had already captured a British
military satellite.

Are we in a position where we can protect our satellites?

Dr. HAMRE. First, the answer to that is yes.

I would like, however, to find an opportunity to talk with you in
a more appropriate setting for the comments that I made in front
of the House. The observations I made there were in a classified
session. Everyone in the room understood that they were classified,
that they should not have been discussed. I was a little surprised
that some members held a press conference.

So I would like to talk with you about it, frankly, in a different
setting. I would be happy to do that.

Senator INOUYE. Do you believe that there is a problem that
would justify meeting with us on the other conditions?

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir. I do.

Senator STEVENS. We shall arrange that, Senator.

I am surprised that you are surprised, though. [Laughter.]

Y2K PROBLEMS

Senator INOUYE. As you know, we are presently involved very
deeply, not knowing where we are headed, on the Y2K computer
problems.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir.

Senator INOUYE. Are you satisfied that we are on the right track?

Dr. HAMRE. I have had three hearings this week on Y2K. Some-
body said that we had all these systems at the department that
were big and bulky and little memory. I thought they were talking
about me. Instead, it was the computers. [Laughter.]

We have been working very hard at trying to get on top of the
Year 2000 program. Absolutely, nothing is more important. Rarely
does a military organization know exactly the time and the place
when the enemy will attack. Most of the time we are just in some
uncertainty about where the threat is and when the attack will
occur. But we know the time, the date, the location of where this
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attack will take place. There is going to be no excuse for a military
organization to have a failure because we were not ready for this.

That was the message the Secretary gave to everybody in the de-
partment.

Now to put some discipline in it, he turned to the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs, and he turned to each of the Chiefs, and he
turned to each of the CINCs, and he said, “You are the war fight-
ers. This is about your ability to go to war. I am holding you re-
sponsible and I am putting you in charge of testing.”

So I am not going to take the word of the computer guys that
this thing is fixed. I want the war fighter to tell me that it is fixed.

Senator STEVENS. My information is that we have $1.1 billion in
emergency money that is available and that you have not released
it.

Dr. HAMRE. No, sir. It has been released.

Senator STEVENS. Totally?

Dr. HAMRE. No, sir. There is 15 percent withheld that was di-
rected that we do back and forth. It is really to reserve for contin-
gencies that might come up here this summer in the testing pro-
gram.

Senator STEVENS. Has it gotten down to the service chiefs?

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir. It sure has.

Mr. LYNN. It is being apportioned today.

Dr. HAMRE. Oh?

I stand corrected. I thought that was done. It is being appor-
tioned today and it will be there, then. I apologize.

Senator STEVENS. That’s what I had heard. It isn’t there yet.

Dr. HAMRE. I'm embarrassed for that. I mean, it should be that
we told anybody—unless I was asked, and some people said I can’t
do this unless you get me the money. I'd say that would be a very
interesting point to bring up at your court martial.

I mean, they are not going to let anybody use as an excuse that
they could not be ready.

Now I'll tell you that the money is enormously helpful and it is
going to make all the difference. It is the way we are going to fi-
nance the testing and to finance the fixes.

Senator STEVENS. We've seriously considered giving a whistle
blower bonus in an amendment to this bill that is out there be-
cause I think we ought to know if anybody thinks that there is not
enough being done. If he or she is right, if that person is right, they
ought to get some incentive award for bringing it out into the light.

It is a very serious thing.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS. I think anybody who does not have the money
and would use that as an excuse and didn’t say anything about it
to Congress or somebody really has no defense.

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, you are absolutely right. But I have also told
them that you don’t have a defense. We have a $10 billion I-T
budget, information technology budget. We spend $10 billion a
year. They have the flexibility to divert other projects in order to
finance corrections on Y2K.

This is not to say that this is not helpful. Your addition in the
supplemental was enormously helpful. But we are not going to take
an excuse from somebody that oh, I'm sorry, I could not defend the
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country with my part of the mission because you didn’t give me
money. I said that is a good excuse, but we will use it at your court
martial.

We are not going to take no for an answer. It will be fixed.

Right now, 81 percent of our systems are fixed.

Y2K PROBLEMS OVERSEAS

Senator STEVENS. I was told last night that the members of the
Y2K Committee are going to Russia and other places soon to dis-
cuss the issue with those with whom we might have some prob-
lems.

Does the department have sufficient liaison with those people
who have problems?

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, if I may, I think regarding problems, there are
three broad areas where we have been talking with them and
where we have some concerns.

First, we are not worried about their Y2K problem that would af-
fect their command and control of nuclear weapons. They have de-
signed so many redundant systems for control that we see no case
where missiles will launch by accident in year 2000. It would not
happen here and we are confident that it won’t happen there.

On their early warning systems, frankly, we are worried for
them. Their early warning systems are older. They are very com-
puter based, as are ours. There is already a somewhat fragile early
warning environment that they have.

We do not believe that year 2000 will all of a sudden generate
missile tracks on computer screens. We don’t think that will hap-
pen.

But we do think that there could, indeed, be disruptions, screens
could go blank, there could be garbled information that would be
confusing.

So, to deal with that we have proposed to them, and at very sen-
ior levels—this is the Secretary talking to Minister Sergeyev, and
we had follow-up technical discussions just last week—to establish
a shared center for the Y2K, what we call the Y2K Stability Cen-
ter, where they would have observers that would be watching our
terminals and we would have observers at the same place. We
would invite them to bring their early warning terminals as well.
We could work together.

We modeled it after the shared air traffic control center that all
four parties had in Berlin for 25 years. For 25 years, we had a sin-
gle, shared air traffic control center. Russian air traffic controllers
were right beside American air traffic controllers. So if something
went down, if somebody’s radar went down, they could look at an-
other screen.

We think that would be useful here in this environment. We pro-
pose to do that. We will be ready to go operational this fall with
that capability.

I would not say we have their signature on the dotted line and
a date when they are coming. But I think we have had very senior
discussions and fairly good, encouraging discussions.

The area about which we are probably the most apprehensive
really is not so much in the defense area, but it is the safety of the
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{mcgear reactors. Are their backup systems adequate to this prob-
em?

With nuclear reactors, if all of a sudden the electricity goes out,
you still have to continue to cool the reactor for several days so
that you do not have problems. So what are the backup controls as-
sociated with the system so that they can continue to provide
power to the coolant pumps and things of that nature?

I think we have greater concerns in that area, and I think that
is one where, if there is an international support effort, that would
be a first place we ought to look.

IMPEDANCE OF MISSILE DEFENSE BY ABM TREATY

Senator STEVENS. I want to thank you. I am a little disturbed
about your comment about the ABM. You know, back in 1985, Sen-
ator Dole asked me to chair the Arms Control Observer Group of
the Senate.

We spent a great deal of time studying the ABM Treaty. We
have met almost annually with other Nations since that time.

I do not think the Nations of the world view the ABM Treaty as
anything other than a treaty that dealt primarily—that dealt, pe-
riod—with ICBMs. Our threat is ballistic missiles, not ICBMs. I do
think that it is a great problem.

We come from the part of the country where a ballistic missile
could, in fact, be an ICBM. We all know that it was the distance
between Murmansk and Maine that made a missile an ICBM, and
there are much shorter distances between us and potential adver-
saries on the Pacific Rim.

But I do think to hold up the proceeding with the development
and with the preparation of the site for a ballistic missile system,
a National Ballistic Missile System, until we get an agreement
from the Soviets—I mean now the Russians—an agreement from
the Russians as to the agreement we made with the Soviets on
ICBMs, is foolhardy.

I have to tell you that we see things differently. I think you
ought to come up and just visit my state. Just walk down the street
with me and hear the subject that people talk to me about. The
first one would be impeachment. The next one would be National
Missile Defense. Without any question, it is at the same level of
visibility in our State because of the activities in North Korea and
now that we know China is cooperating with North Korea. It is out
in the street over there. It is classified there, but it is not classified
up there.

Dr. HAMRE. I didn’t know I had been impeached. I will go up
with you any time.

Senator STEVENS. Oh, you haven’t been. But some of us were.
The President wasn’t, but some of us were.

Dr. HAMRE. Yes, sir. I understand.

Sir, if I could, I am not sure there is so much difference between
us on this issue.

We have explicit instructions to the developers of the National
Missile Defense not to be constrained by the ABM Treaty in their
design. Nothing has happened that I know of:

Senator STEVENS. That’s still the design. You're supposed to start
with the site starting in 2000. It was for deployment in the year
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2003. No matter what you say, I mean, there have been broad
statements from the administration, but no matter what you say,
you have rescheduled it and it has been delayed. It is not going to
go out on a 3 plus 3, as Dr. Perry committed to this committee
when he sat in that chair (indicating).

You know that. It cannot be 2003 now. What you are saying is
it might not even be in 2004 or 2005 because of the delays that
might come out of the ABM. I think that is unacceptable to the
Senate. I hope it is on a bipartisan basis. It is sure not acceptable
to those of us who come from offshore states.

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I have heard the President say personally that
we are not going to let problems with negotiations ever keep us
from making a decision to deploy this system, in deploying it.

Senator STEVENS. But you have already.

Dr. HAMRE. No, sir. I honestly don’t think we have. But I would
like to sit down and talk with you, go through it, to make sure I
gnderstand the concern that we have and what we have indeed

one.

I know of nothing we have done that has been impeded or inhib-
ited by the ABM Treaty to date, and I do not believe anything we
are proposing to you is going to suggest that our program is im-
peded, our going ahead with it.

Senator STEVENS. Well, we put up $1 billion—this committee did
it, requested Congress to do it, and they agreed with us—$1 billion
emergency money to try to accelerate the deployment date for the
National Missile Defense System. It is going to be used, but it is
not directed toward accelerating the deployment date. It is being
used toward—what—I would say perhaps accelerating the pace of
review of the existing developments, the existing research.

TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT RISKS

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I actually think, to go back to what Senator
Cochran raised, that we are pressing as fast as we can, consistent
with prudent management of this technology. This is tough stuff,
and we are moving ahead. Right now, the program that the Sec-
retary recommended to the President and that the President sub-
mitted has, I think, really only one end to end test with production
representative hardware before we deploy. And this is unbelievable
development risk.

Senator STEVENS. If I am correctly informed, we do not have a
technological problem. What we have is a systems development
problem. The technology exists. It is the integration that is the
problem that has to be solved.

Now that could be accelerated, in my judgment, and it is not
being accelerated. And, as a matter of fact, I think it is being de-
layed.

An end to end test is one thing. But I don’t even think we are
getting simulated tests now by 2003.

Dr. HAMRE. No, sir. I think we are doing that.

Again, what I need to do is to bring up the experts with me. I
retail at a pretty little markup when it comes to this, to your pleas-
ure.

Senator STEVENS. I think we ought to have a hearing here and
as soon as possible.
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Dr. HAMRE. Yes, we would be happy to do so.

Senator STEVENS. Well, I am afraid our hearing is after the fact
because the bill is going to be up on the floor before then.

Dr. HAMRE. We would be glad to have our experts come up and
talk while you are still working on this, before the bill comes on
the floor, to go through it. I honestly believe we are not that far
apart from you on this.

Senator STEVENS. I think the worst thing that could happen to
the Nation would be to have a veto of the National Missile Defense
Bill because of a basic misunderstanding about the ABM. It looks
to me like that is where we are going.

My friend, I think—and I share the same opinion—we are of a
different generation. Our generation believes that if you see a head,
hit it. If someone is going to raise their head over that—what was
that name out in the Pacific—if you raise your head above the
fence line, you take it down if it is a danger to the United States.
That is all there is to it.

We are not doing that now. We are tip-toeing toward the future
as far as National Missile Defense, and that is not acceptable. I
hope this bill goes forward. Man, I tell you that I think it would
be the worst mistake that could be made, to have a veto of that
bill because of the ABM considerations.

Enough said. It’s nice to see you all.

Senator INOUYE. Let us sit down together.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator STEVENS. Yes. We would be happy to sit down with you
anytime.

Dr. HAMRE. OK. Thank you so much.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ARLEN SPECTER
FUNDING FOR V—22 AND COMANCHE

Question. In testimony before Congress earlier this year (February 2, 1999—
House Armed Services Committee), Secretary of Defense Cohen and Joint Chiefs of
Staff Chairman, General Shelton mentioned the V-22 “Osprey” and RAH “Coman-
che” as programs that still have unfunded requirements in terms of modernization.
Secretary Cohen spoke of accelerating the production rate of the V-22 for the Ma-
rine Corps from 30 to 36 in order to get more aircraft to the field sooner. General
Shelton mentioned more funding for Comanche so the helicopters can be purchased
more efficiently or at a faster rate. Would you please comment on the requirement
and benefits of additional funds for both these programs, as supported by both the
Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff?

Answer. Clearly the Department has many unmet needs, even with the $112 bil-
lion added by the President. I am aware that the Services have provided you with
their priorities for additional funds, and they are not out of line with what we could
execute effectively.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
PRIORITIES DECREASES IN RDT&E AND SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY BUDGETS

Question. Given the long-lead time to develop new weapons and information sys-
tems, how does the administration propose to maintain U.S. technological suprem-
acy while reducing defense-wide RDT&E budgets? Do you believe that you can
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maintain the scientists and infrastructure required for success with dwindling re-
sources?

Answer. While the total defense-wide RDT&E budget request for fiscal year 2000
is slightly less than the fiscal year 1999 RDT&E budget request, selected Budget
Activities within RDT&E have actually experienced an increase in requested fund-
ing. Specifically the summation of Budget Activities 1, 2, and 3 has increased from
$7.2 billion in fiscal year 1999 to $7.4 billion in fiscal year 2000. This is the science
and technology portion of our RDT&E budget and it is the foundation of our mod-
ernization program. As technology matures and is evaluated in Advance Concept
Technology Demonstrations and U.S. Atlantic Command’s joint experimentation ef-
forts, we will have a better idea of which technologies offer high payoff and will pur-
sue their integration into operational systems in the remainder of our RDT&E ac-
tivities. I believe we will be able to maintain the scientists and infrastructure re-
quired to ensure the technological superiority currently enjoyed by our armed forces
if we have the flexibility to hire the right people and choose the right facilities. The
BRAC authority requested by the Secretary would improve the flexibility in deci-
sions regarding infrastructure. The personnel legislation we are working on with the
Office of Management and Budget and Office of Personnel Management, and the
Commercial Personnel Transfer Program for Science and Engineering will help by
increasing the Department’s access to talent found in the private sector. Further,
the department is committed to RDT&E infrastructure streamlining as part of the
section 912(c) studies and plans continuous monitoring of infrastructure cost reduc-
tions to increase the efficiency of RDT&E organizations.

Question. The Air Force has announced their intention to reduce Air Force Re-
search Laboratory personnel. Is Air Force science and technology a lower priority
than in the past? Given the importance of air operations in our deployment and
militagy dominance objections, how can these reductions be justified? Is this a wise
choice?

Answer. Air Force Science and Technology (S&T) is not a lower priority than in
the past. Air Force S&T continues to be critically important to our national defense,
and the Air Force has maintained its overall S&T investment at last year’s level.
In fiscal year 2000, the Air Force’s S&T Program has been restructured to provide
the research essential to the Air Force vision of an Expeditionary Aerospace Force
(EAF). Achieving this EAF vision requires increased emphasis on space technologies
and the integration of air and space technologies. Unfortunately, restructuring in
a tight budget environment requires the termination of certain programs with at-
tendant reductions of personnel. While portions of the S&T Program will be redi-
rected, the overall program remains focused on the most critical technologies needed
to perform our national security mission in the future.

AEROSPACE EXPEDITIONARY FORCES

Question. The Air Force is revamping their structure to be an Expeditionary Aero-
space Force comprised of 10 Aerospace Expeditionary Forces. They are currently in
the process of making decisions as to what assets and personnel will be drawn from
which bases to make up these ten forces. When will the Air Force conclude drafting
its plans? With three Air Force bases in my state, I would like to know what
changes to anticipate from this restructuring process.

Answer. We designed our EAF organizational structure to help manage our forces
under national tasking levels we defined as “Steady State” (i.e. on-going operations
in Southwest Asia, Bosnia, Panama, Iceland, etc.). We feel that 2 AEFs and an on-
call Aerospace Expeditionary Wing (AEW) is the structure that we can sustain over
the long term. The structure also provides initial forces and a systematic process
to meet national crises such as Humanitarian Relief and combat operations.

The latest crisis in Kosovo represents a major surge across the board and requires
a far greater number of forces than our AEF on-call structure makes available. This
requires our Airmen to operate at surge TEMPO levels above and beyond those we
defined as sustainable over the long term. America’s Airmen are answering the na-
tion’s latest call with superb skill, dedication and personal sacrifice, and this surge
operations TEMPO comes at a cost to the long-term health and readiness of our
force.

Once the TEMPO of Kosovo operations subsides, we will re-apply the AEF struc-
ture to manage our forces’ commitment levels. Our staff is presently assessing the
impact of Kosovo operations and developing transition plans to meet the world-wide
“post-Kosovo” Steady State taskings that have yet to be defined. Our EAF concept
is inclusive in nature and, as such, consist of weapon systems and personnel from
all three bases in New Mexico.
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In the fiscal year 2000 PB Force Structure announcement, we announced the des-
ignation of the 27th Fighter Wing at Cannon AFB as an AEF lead wing. In fiscal
year 2000, the wing will receive 84 military positions as part of implementing the
concept. Additionally, the 49th Fighter Wing at Holloman AFB received 66 military
positions and the 377th Air Base Wing at Kirtland AFB received 2 military posi-
tions. These authorizations ensure that our wings have the necessary personnel re-
quired to handle increasing deployment taskings without placing undue burden on
the home base.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION FUNDING

Question. If the Administration is willing to increase salaries and pensions in
order to try to address retention, why are they set on undercutting military con-
struc:gion support as it also directly relates to quality of life at our military installa-
tions?

Answer. We are committed to the quality of life on our military installations and
the fiscal year 2000 military construction program reflects that commitment. Our
facility investment program value of $8,653,492,000 for fiscal year 2000 represents
an 11 percent increase over our fiscal year 1999 request of $7,778,074,000 and a
2 percent increase over the fiscal year 1999 appropriation of $8,443,742,000. The
growth in the military construction and family housing programs continues over the
future years defense plan (FYDP) for a five to ten percent increase overall. This af-
firms our continuing commitment to invest in our infrastructure and quality of life.
The only difference this fiscal year is the manner of financing our fiscal year 2000
program requirements (over two fiscal years). We believe this one-time use of ad-
vance appropriations will not impede our ability to execute the fiscal year 2000
MilCon program in a timely manner.

WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE

Question. 1 have been informed that White Sands Missile Range will be trans-
ferred from Army Materiel Command (AMC) to Army Test and Evaluations Com-
mand (ATEC) as of fiscal year 2000. What implications does this change in structure
have for WSMR? What changes can we anticipate in terms of personnel, equipment
modernization, and maintenance funding under this new command structure?

Answer. There will be no change to White Sands Missile Range (WSMR) as part
of the establishment of the new Army Test and Evaluation Command (ATEC).
Downsizing at WSMR that is already in progress will continue until 2001. The
planned downsizing is due to the Quadrennial Defense Review of 1998 and other
budget measures, but there will be no downsizing due to the establishment of
ATEC. In regards to modernization and maintenance, we will continue funding at
levels consistent with current and planned WSMR resources. The new ATEC com-
mand will consolidate all of the current Operational Test and Evaluation Command
and most of the current Army Test and Evaluation Command. The approved ATEC
reorganization does not include any changes in the number, grades, or types of per-
sonnel at WSMR.

DEFENSE REFORM INITIATIVE AND DOD’S ELECTRONIC COMMERCE RESOURCE CENTERS

Question. According to recent reports about the Defense Reform initiatives, Elec-
tronic Commerce at the Department of Defense is reducing overhead and providing
a better interface for private enterprises, especially small businesses, interested in
DOD business. So far, the geographic distribution of the existing 17 Electronic Com-
merce Resource Centers appears to heavily favor coastal states. (There are four Cen-
ters in Texas but none in any of the 4 Corner states, OK, NV, KS, WY, etc.) How
does DOD make decisions regarding locations for the ECRCs? Would it be beneficial
to have Resource Centers that could serve locations in the Midwest and Southwest?

Answer. DOD followed the recommendations of congressional committees for the
locations for sixteen of seventeen ECRC sites. DOD made the most recent decision
regarding the location of the seventeenth ECRC by convening a Committee com-
posed of senior DOD officials to identify the site most in need. The criteria used by
the ECRC Site Selection Committee were based on the level of existing coverage and
the density of the “manufacturing cluster.” The Committee recommended the South-
ern California regional area as the site for establishment of an ECRC because it had
less coverage but more manufacturing enterprises than the other proposed sites.
Under this criteria, the Midwest and Southwest were more adequately covered than
Southern California. With the exponential growth of electronic commerce, especially
on the Internet, the need for an ECRC outreach and training program within DOD
is being reassessed. A senior-level panel is being formed to review the entire pro-
gram and determine how to proceed with ECRCs in the future.
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F—-117 STEALTH FIGHTER

Question. 1 have been told that we have an F-117 Stealth Fighter plane grounded
in California that needs about $6 million in landing gear repairs before it can return
safely to Holloman Air Force Base. It will remain in California until these repairs
can be made. Because this specific incident has not been handled quickly, I am won-
dering whether this is another example of shortfalls in spare parts. We have a
multi-million dollar asset grounded and awaiting repairs, and we seem to either
lack the extra money to repair it or the spare parts for our Stealth Fighters cannot
be located. Could you please enlighten me regarding this situation?

Answer. On June 4, 1997, an F-117 (Tail #825) was damaged during landing. Ini-
tial on-site inspection revealed major damage to all wheel wells, adjacent structure,
equipment bay, and internal racks & equipment. The initial repair estimate was
$5,700,000. In August 1997, Lockheed Martin Skunk Works (LMSW) submitted a
NTE proposal for $6,100,000 to both assess and repair the aircraft. Air Combat
Command requested more detailed information to better define/refine the repair es-
timate, and LMSW, in response, submitted a proposal (February 5, 1999, $389,000)
to generate the detailed assessment.

Several attempts have been made to procure repair funds for Tail #825. However,
Air Combat Command has been able to fully meet all F-117 wartime taskings and
training obligations with existing air frames.

Earlier this year, Air Combat Command funded the $389,000 damage assessment.
Tear down activity is underway, and a detailed repair estimate will be available in
July 1999. Air Combat Command will then have until August 10, 1999 to put the
requirement on contract.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CHRISTOPHER S. BOND
F/A—18E/F PROCUREMENT STRATEGY

Question. Mr. Secretary, coming from a state with a large stake in the nation’s
aviation assets, I have been a proponent of multi-year procurements of aircraft such
as the C-17 for the Air Force and the AV-SB for the Marine Corps; when we know
that there will be a significant procurement for an extended period in order to cap-
ture any economies that the program managers, comptrollers and industry can
squeeze from the programs. In that light, I believe that the critical nature and
progress of the F/A-18E/F program might lend itself to such a procurement strategy
in the very near term. Would you support such a strategy and when would you like
to implement it?

Answer. The Department of Defense has requested multiyear approval for the F/
A-18E/F in the fiscal year 2000 President’s Budget. The F/A-18E/F program has
consistently been on cost and schedule, and has met or exceeded all Key Perform-
ance Parameters, making it an excellent candidate for multiyear procurement. The
program meets the requirements for a multiyear procurement by providing substan-
tial savings (estimated to be more than $700 million), a stable requirement, funding
stability, and a stable design.

Question. Mr. Secretary, though I applaud the idea of smoothing deployment
schedules for reservists and active duty personnel, I am concerned that you are now
relying upon strategic reserves to fulfill roles traditionally covered by active duty
forces, especially when we are in a peacetime mode of activity. The modernization
plan as I see it, works on a sort of trickle-down theory. Will you guarantee that re-
serve and guard units folding into the deployment schedules have equipment which
is compatible and adequate training to effectively employ those assets, and how do
you intend to do it?

Answer. The Department of Defense always strives to ensure that our forces are
fully trained and ready before deployment. National Guard and Reserve forces are
provided equipment and training to ensure the successful accomplishment of the
missions they are tasked to accomplish. The key to providing new equipment and
appropriate mission essential task training is early identification of the mission, the
capability required, and the specific unit to be employed. Early identification allows
the necessary training resources for participating Reserve Component (RC) units to
ensure their readiness for deployment. For example, the 49th Armored Division
(Texas Army National Guard) is programmed to replace the 10th MTN DIV as the
command and control element of Task Force Eagle (Bosnia) on or about March 2000.
Prompt identification of that division has allowed the development and execution of
a focused, properly resourced training and equipping program in preparation for this
mission.
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The services have the responsibility to equip and train the RC. Given adequate
resources, they would equip their Reserve components to the same standards as
their active counterparts. The Total Force modernization budget, however, is not
sufficient to provide state of the art equipment for all. The RC must modernize
through a combination of new equipment procurement and the use of equipment
cascaded from the Active component. The services distribute equipment according
to the “first-to-fight” approach, but have the latitude to vary equipment distribution
to accommodate special missions.

Once units are identified for an operational mission, the services ensure these
units have sufficient equipment and training to meet mission requirements. If re-
quired, new and redistributed equipment flows to these units out of sequence to
meet deployment timelines. Thus, lower priority units may be brought to a higher
readiness level more quickly than normal, enhancing the ability of such augmented
units to deploy more rapidly.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MITCH MCCONNELL
ARMY BUDGET AND PRIORITIES

Question. Over the past several years the portion of the defense budget devoted
to the Army has steadily declined. Over the same period of time the optempo for
the Army has increased dramatically. This has resulted in fewer soldiers with great-
ly increased responsibilities, and therefore has hindered the Army’s ability to meet
mission and retain soldiers. Does the DOD foresee a time when this trend will be
reversed and the Army’s share of defense spending will increase?

Answer. All services have encountered problems because of increase optempo.
DOD has various initiatives to alleviate these problems, plus the added resources
added in the President’s fiscal year 2000 budget will help as well. Solutions are not
expected to rest on increased troop strengths, but rather better management of
optempo burdens.

The Army’s spending share is projected to increase. By fiscal year 2005, Army out-
lays are planned to increase to 25.7 percent of the DOD total—up from 24.4 percent
in fiscal year 1999.

Question. Does the DOD have a plan to train soldiers (/Marines) on urban terrain?
What role will simulated training have in this plan? What is the proposed funding
for this type of training and where will it take place?

Answer. Yes. “Military Operations on Urbanized Terrain” (MOUT) is not a new
warfare environment, but it is receiving a great deal of attention, largely due to les-
sons learned in Chechnya, Somalia, and Haiti. The Department has compiled exten-
sive documentation on tactics, techniques, and procedures (TTPs) for MOUT. The
Army and Marine Corps, our principal MOUT Services, routinely use those TTPs
as part of their training programs. In addition, to deal with the challenges of today’s
threat environments, the Department is conducting significant research, in the form
of studies, demonstrations, and experiments, to identify new doctrine, weapons,
TTPs, and training tools that will improve warfighting skills and effectiveness,
while reducing the potential for casualties.

Simulated training will be an integral part of the training. Part of the current
experimentation and demonstration programs is investigating new training aids.
These include simulation as well as facilities and instrumentation. As the specific
lessons are “learned,” and programs for dealing with them are developed, they will
be assessed and incorporated into training and training investment programs.

Training for operations in urban terrain is an integral part of unit training for
operations in general. It is not funded separately. The funding is not tracked
through any central account, and the exact amount is not known.

Most combat units train to conduct operations in all terrain, including “urban”
terrain. Such training, therefore, is conducted in a wide variety of locations through-
out the Army and Marine Corps. Specific training for MOUT, such as “force on
force” or “live fire” training, is conducted at the following locations:

Army Locations (Current)

Fort Benning, Fort Polk (JRTC), Camp Ripley, Fort Drum, Camp Gruber, Camp
San Louis Obispo, Hohenfels (CMTC), Fort McClellan, Camp Williams, Fort Hood,
Schofield Barracks, and Camp Blanding.

Army Locations (Planned)

Fort Bragg, Fort Wainwright, Fort Lewis, Fort Campbell, Fort Stewart, Fort
Riley, Fort McCoy, and Fort Carson.
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USMC Locations (Current)

Okinawa, Twenty Nine Palms, Camp Lejeune, San Diego, Camp Pendleton,
Quantico, and Parris Island.

USMC Locations (Planned)

MCAS Yuma.

Question. Does the DOD consider the failure of the military to meet recruiting
goals serious? What does the Department plan to do to address these shortfalls?
Specifically, does the Department plan to increase funding for Army recruiting?

Answer. The robust economy, with the lowest unemployment rate experienced
during the history of the All-Volunteer Force, coupled with ever-increasing youth
college attendance, makes recruiting especially challenging. We will closely monitor
recruiting during this challenging year to ensure that sufficient resources and re-
cruiters are being applied to ensure success.

In light of these fiscal year 1999 challenges, the Army increased recruiting re-
sources by more than $100 million above its planned fiscal year 1999 investment,
including a hike in the enlistment bonus (EB) ceiling for 3-year enlistments from
$4,000 to $6,000. Both the Army and Navy have implemented a new $3,000 EB for
those agreeing to attend boot camp during the historically low-flow spring months.
In addition, the Navy and Marine Corps increased advertising resources by $35 mil-
lion and $9 million, respectively. The Air Force plans to begin using paid TV adver-
tising—the first time ever that Air Force will pay for prime-time television exposure.
The Air Force also has increased its fiscal year 1999 advertising budget by $23 mil-
lion (from $16 million to $39 million) and front-loaded $37 million for fiscal year
2000 advertising. The Army, Navy, and Marine Corps have added to their College
Fund “kickers” (which are additions to Montgomery GI Bill benefits) so that the
total money-for-college incentive is now set at $50,000 for the traditionally difficult-
to-fill skills. Finally, the Navy is increasing recruiter strength by 10 percent, up to
4,500 by March 1999, and the Air Force is working to fill an 18-percent deficit in
recruiter manning.

The Army has boosted its recruitment budget in fiscal year 2000 by $17 million
(2 percent) over the fiscal year 1999 level. However, we monitor recruiting outcomes
on a monthly basis and, should we find that the Army or another Service is in dan-
ger of missing its objectives, we will quickly work the problem within the context
of the Department’s Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System.

Question. Can the JROTC program be expanded, and what impact might that
have on recruiting?

Answer. Under title 10, section 2031, the Junior ROTC program is authorized a
total of 3,500 units. Currently, approximately 2,600 units are in place for the Army,
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps. If additional Service funding for the program
were available, 900 more units could be established without a change to law. Cur-
rently, there are approximately 450 schools on Service waiting lists for new units.
Assuming a 4-year phased expansion of 900 units, from 2,600 to 3,500, the esti-
mated expansion cost would be approximately $27 million the first year, $41 million
the second, $54 million the third, and $68 million the fourth. However, such expan-
sion within the current Defense budget would come at the expense of other impera-
tives. The difficult task of prioritizing programs led the Department to conclude it
could not pursue JROTC expansion in fiscal year 2000.

We know from surveys of graduating cadets that, historically, about 40 percent
of high school graduates with more than two years’ participation in the program end
up with some military affiliation (active enlistment, reserve or guard enlistment, or
officer pre-commissioning program). In addition, military recruits who are graduates
of Junior ROTC may qualify for higher enlisted grades upon entry into active duty.
In summary, Junior ROTC is offered to school districts as a DOD citizenship and
leadership program for secondary school students, and while it may provide stu-
dents with greater awareness of the role of the military, it is not a recruiting pro-

gram.
CHEMICAL WEAPONS DEMILITARIZATION AND ACWA PROGRAM

Question. Why has the DOD chosen to ignore clear Congressional intent and not
reprogrammed funds to complete necessary testing within the Assembled Chemical
Weapons (ACWA) program?

Answer. Public Law 104-208 requires the DOD to identify and demonstrate not
less than two alternative technologies for the destruction of assembled chemical
weapons. The Program Manager, ACWA selected three technology providers that
met the demonstration criteria to proceed with demonstration activities. Public Law
105-262 permits the Army to reprogram up to $25 million for the ACWA Program
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to complete the demonstration of alternatives to baseline incineration for the de-
struction of assembled chemical weapons; however, no additional funds were appro-
priated. The Army is reprogramming $15 million to complete the demonstration
testing of three technologies and other tasks Congressionally mandated in Public
Law 105-261.

Question. Can the DOD assure Congress that the technology with the greatest po-
tential to be the safest, most effective and best alternative to incineration, is being
demonstrated?

Answer. Thirteen technology proposals were submitted to a multi-step evaluation
process. Seven proposals were approved at the screening step and six proposals at
the demonstration step. All six technologies that passed the Demonstration Criteria
potentially could be the safest, most efficient, and least likely to adversely affect
both human health and the environment. A best value determination was then used
to rank order the proposals and determine within limitation of funds which tech-
nologies would be demonstrated. Within the limitations of funding and information
available at the point of decision for demonstration, the three best technologies are
being demonstrated. The Congress mandated by Public Law 104-208 that DOD
identify and demonstrate not less than two technologies.

Question. Is it true that three of the four highest rated technologies, according to
technical merit, are not being demonstrated by the ACWA program?

Answer. The technologies rated acceptable for demonstration were neutralization
followed by super critical water oxidation, solvated electron technology, Silver II
electrochemical oxidation, plasma arc, and neutralization followed by biotreatment.
The two highest rated technology providers submitted similar technologies and one
technology provider was selected to demonstrate this technology. The remaining
four technologies were determined equivalent in their technical merits and a best
value process was used to determine, within the limitations of funds, two additional
technologies for demonstration. This process and finding was supported by the
March 8, 1999 General Accounting Office (GAO) decision denying the Teledyne-
Commodore protest of the demonstration selections.

Question. Is “cost of demonstration” relevant to the larger question of how expen-
sive the technology will be to operate in the actual destruction of chemical weapons?

Answer. The cost of demonstration is related to the maturity and complexity of
a technology. Therefore, cost to demonstrate does provide insight into the life cycle
cost, i.e. maturation, pilot and operation of a technology. The demonstration focuses
on critical unit processes and the interface and effluent streams between unit proc-
esses. Complex, difficult to control technologies and technologies utilizing highly
hazardous chemicals will cost more to demonstrate and will likely cost more to oper-
ate in a routine production environment.

Question. Is it true that projected “cost of demonstration” of the competing tech-
nologies could have been significantly impacted by the Army’s assignment of dif-
ferent technologies to different demonstration sites? Could these costs have been im-
pacted by the degree to which each technology utilized the Army’s baseline dis-
assembly and caustic neutralization process? Doesn’t this factor penalize the most
innovative technologies?

Answer. The cost of demonstration was most significantly dictated by the nature
of the technology itself. If a technology required a significant portion of its process
to be demonstrated because of an inadequate database for the validation of the proc-
ess, the cost for demonstrating the technology would be higher. If the unit proc-
ess(es) selected by the technology providers were a complicated one requiring many
steps and controls involving very hazardous chemicals, and requiring a high level
of analytical characterization, the costs would be higher. All of the demonstrations
are being conducted at Government-operated facilities to which the technology pro-
viders must bring their equipment for testing. There may be some costs differences
associated with testing different critical process units at different sites, but this is
insignificant compared to the other direct costs for demonstration.

All of the technologies being demonstrated offer variations on baseline dis-
assembly/neutralization which require demonstration and have a cost associated
with the demonstration. For example, fluid jet cutting/hydromining, cyrofracture
and chemical neutralization of both chemical agent and explosives differ from the
baseline disassembly/chemical agent neutralization and are being demonstrated at
the unit process level and the ability to interface with down stream processes. These
portions of the demonstration were costed-out and considered in the best value de-
termination.

All of the technology offerings and those selected for demonstration are innova-
tive, varying in degree. Therefore the more critical point is the nature of the innova-
tive technology and how that drives costs. An immature, complex technology that
requires a high level of control that utilizes very hazardous chemicals will cost more
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to demonstrate than an equally innovative technology that is operated with low haz-
ardous potential and relatively simple effluent streams. These points were consid-
ered in the technical and cost evaluation and the ultimate best value determination.

Question. The Program Manager for Chemical Demilitarization has stated publicly
that the levels of chemical agents routinely emitted from incineration facilities
under optimum conditions would be an acceptable exposure level for workers and
civilians.

How does the DOD reconcile this claim with the September 1998 GAO report
(GAINSAID-98-228) entitled “Chemical Weapons: DOD Does Not Have A Strategy
To Address Low-Level Explosives?”

Answer. The current operational and monitoring practices at the operating chem-
ical agent disposal facilities provide the maximum protection to both the workers
and general population from destruction activities.

The U.S. Army in coordination with the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices (DH&HS) developed low level airborne exposure limits for the occupational
worker and the general population. These airborne exposure limits were published
in the 1988 Federal Register prior to implementation. The worker airborne exposure
limit is an 8-hour time weighted average for unprotected workers who may be re-
peatedly exposed for 8 hours per day, 40 hours per week, for a working lifetime with
no adverse health effects. The general population airborne exposure limit is ex-
pressed as a 72-hour time weighted average which is an atmospheric concentration
level allowable for the general population (including sensitive subpopulations) for in-
definite, unprotected lifetime exposure with no adverse health effects.

The chemical agent disposal facilities have a sampling network that uses both low
level near-real time and historical monitors at the facility as point source monitors
and historical monitors as perimeter monitors. The monitors at the chemical agent
disposal facility are configured to monitor work areas where workers perform their
job wearing no protective clothing at the worker airborne exposure limit. In addi-
tion, a perimeter monitoring network is established around the chemical agent dis-
posal facility to monitor for chemical agent at the general population limit. This
monitoring system is designed to provide maximum protection to the worker and the
general population, it is overseen by the DH&HS to ensure that it is managed to
a high standard.

The GAO report (GAINSAID-98-228) is focused on low level monitoring for bat-
tlefield scenarios. It does not apply to domestic low level monitoring for chemical
weapon storage or destruction activities. The report states that there is already
DOD doctrine for domestic low level monitoring.

The Program Manager for Chemical Demilitarization has a zero chemical agent
release policy. During the twelve operating years at both Johnston Atoll Chemical
Agent Disposal System (JACADS) and Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal System,
there has never been a chemical agent release during facility operations. There were
two minor releases to the environment at JACADS during maintenance activities.
Neither of these minor releases, however, posed a health threat to the JACADS
workforce or to the Johnston Island population due to protective measures in place.
In addition to the monitoring and operating practices that are in place to ensure
protection of workers and the general population, health risk assessments are also
performed at each of the facilities to ensure conservative results. These health risk
assessments assume that chemical agents are emitted from the stacks at or below
the airborne exposure limits published in the 1988 Federal Register, even though
chemical agent has not been detected in emissions from any of the operating facili-
ties. All the health risk assessments performed to date show, if agent were to be
released at limits described in the health risk assessments, that workers and the
general population would be exposed to levels of chemical agents that would not ad-
versely impact their health.

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR RICHARD C. SHELBY
BUDGETARY CONTINGENCY PLANS—POTENTIAL U.S. GROUND FORCE IN KOSOVO

Question. Dr. Hamre, I am sure you share my hope for a peaceful solution to the
civil strife which has plagued Kosovo. While I am hopeful for peace, I am concerned
with the wisdom of securing that peace utilizing some 4,000 of our Marines, as part
of a NATO force, in an open-ended peacekeeping venture. If these forces are indeed
landed in Kosovo, for what would seem to be an extended period, what are the im-
plications for the fiscal year 2000 defense Budget? Are there contingency plans for
such an operation?
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Answer. The cost for U.S. involvement in a NATO peacekeeping force in Kosovo
would depend on a variety of factors, including the exact size and composition of
the final U.S. contribution, the intensity of the operations, and the condition of the
local infrastructure. Since these have not been decided, the budget impact cannot
be determined. This potential cost is not reflected in the current budget since the
prospect of Kosovo operations emerged only after the fiscal year 2000 Defense Budg-
et went to print. Therefore, the Department would ask the Office of Management
and Budget to submit a nonoffset emergency supplemental funding request to cover
the cost of these operations.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ERNEST F. HOLLINGS

Question. What has your office done to reassure the families of men and women
who received the Anthrax vaccine during Desert Shield and Desert Storm?

Answer. Since the Gulf War, at least four different panels have evaluated the
premise that the anthrax vaccine, used alone or in combination with other vaccines
and medications, contributed to Gulf War Illnesses. These four panels, the Institute
of Medicine, Presidential Advisory Committee, Department of Veterans Affairs, and
the National Institutes of Health, have investigated the cause of Gulf War Illnesses
and concluded that the anthrax vaccine does not explain the long-term, chronic ef-
fects associated with Gulf War Illnesses.

The Department’s Office of the Special Assistant for Gulf War Illnesses makes
every effort to address all the concerns of Gulf War veterans and their families. One
of those concerns is that vaccines received during the Gulf War might be the cause
of illnesses some of our veterans have been experiencing.

In response to these and other concerns, the Special Assistant has developed and
implemented an extensive outreach effort to the military member and his or her
family. The Total Force Outreach is designed around visits to military installations
where the highest concentrations of Gulf War veterans are expected to live and be
assigned. It includes detailed briefings to active duty members, retirees, separated
veterans, and their family members. The briefings include all the major medical
concerns to include anthrax vaccines.

The medical members on the Special Assistant’s staff also make every effort to
talk to military medical personnel to sensitize them to the concerns of the veterans
as well as ensure they are providing complete information to their patients. Special
Assistant Dr. Rostker and his deputy, retired Lt. Gen. Dale Vesser, also speak
frankly with senior military leadership to increase their awareness of the concerns
of military members and enhance the communication process—a lesson learned from
the Gulf War.

Dr Rostker has conducted seven Total Force Outreaches and is planning approxi-
mately one each month through fiscal year 2000. He also conducted 13 Town Hall
meetings in major metropolitan areas prior to focusing on the Total Force.

Question. We are aware that your office (DOD) is working closely with DHHS to
respond to the increased threat posed by biological weapons and bio-terrorism to
citizens of the United States. How can we in Congress be of assistance to you and
the rest of the country in addressing this concern?

Answer. Under the Federal Response Plan, the DHHS has been assigned as the
primary agency responsible to provide coordinated federal response to public health
and medical care needs following a major disaster or emergency, including those re-
sulting from a terrorist incident involving the use of weapons of mass destruction
(WMD). The Department of Defense supports HHS in this emergency support func-
tion.

DOD and DHHS have always enjoyed a strong and cooperative relationship. Since
the signing of PDD 39, we have been working even more closely together to develop
and leverage areas of mutual interest so our collaborative efforts result in both effi-
ciencies and economies in our programs. Many of these efforts are addressing the
very difficult issues associated with medical counter-measures for both chemical and
biological agents. In fact, we are currently engaged with DHHS in the critical issue
of vaccines to ensure our efforts are synchronized and to develop even greater shar-
ing of information to leverage our collective strengths. To that end, support of the
President’s Program for domestic preparedness will significantly advance the capa-
bilities necessary to prevent and manage the consequences of a WMD incident. Fur-
ther, your continued support of DOD’s initiatives and programs needed to assure the
availability of effective and practical medical counter-measures will pay a collective
dividend for the citizens of the United States.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PATRICK J. LEAHY
SEARCHING FOR ALTERNATIVES TO ANTI-PERSONNEL LANDMINES

Question. In September 1997, the President announced the objective of elimi-
nating U.S. use of anti-personnel mines by 2006, and the Pentagon has pledged to
“search aggressively” for alternatives to anti-personnel mines. I heard recently that
the Pentagon officials who are responsible for the search for alternatives are already
saying that they are not going to make the 2006 deadline. Besides reiterating that
you are going to do your best to meet the deadline, what can you tell me about the
search for alternatives that causes you to doubt your ability to meet the deadline?

Answer. The Department of Defense is firmly committed to implementing the
President’s anti-personnel landmine (APL) policy. In June 1998, the President ex-
panded and strengthened his September 1997 policy announcements and directed
the Department to end U.S. APL use outside Korea by 2003, and to aggressively
pursue the objective of having APL alternatives ready for Korea by 2006, to seek
alternatives to mixed anti-tank munitions that contain APL submunitions and to in-
vestigate innovative maneuver denial concepts that may eliminate the need for
mines entirely. Having APL alternatives ready for Korea by 2006 was set as an ob-
jective rather than a deadline because viable alternatives have yet to be identified,
and the President recognized that there are significant risks and costs to build and
deploy alternatives. There can be no guarantee that the search for suitable alter-
natives will be successful. Given congressional support, I am confident in meeting
the President’s 2003 deadline to end use of APL outside Korea and have guarded
optimism for meeting his 2006 objective for fielding APL alternatives for Korea, but
it is important to recognize the magnitude and difficulty of this challenge. At this
date, we have not found suitable alternatives to our APL and mixed anti-tank sys-
tems, but our search is an aggressive, good faith effort not only to find, but also
to field alternatives.

Meeting the President’s 2003 deadline.—To end the use of APLs outside Korea by
2003, we are developing a mixed anti-tank system, the Remote Area Denial Artillery
Munition (RADAM) and have destroyed all stocks of Non-Self Destructing (NSD)
APLSs not needed for Korea or for training, leaving only our mixed anti-tank systems
for use outside of Korea. RADAM combines the already fielded Remote Anti-Armor
Mine (RAAM) and Area Denial Artillery Munition (ADAM) to preserve an artillery
delivered anti-tank capability essential to protect the lives of U.S. forces. The
RADAM program is on track and a production decision on this system will be made
in fiscal year 2001.

Meeting the President’s 2006 objective.—In pursuing the objective of having APL
alternatives ready for Korea by 2006, an aggressive effort is underway to provide
effective defense for our forces and our South Korean allies that will eliminate the
type of long lasting mines currently required. This program is called the Non Self-
Destruct Alternative, (NSD-A). Two contracts have been awarded to develop three
prototype “Man-in-the-Loop” systems adapting existing technologies to enable com-
mand detonation of weapons designed to halt an attack on South Korea. These pro-
totypes will be assessed in fiscal year 1999 and the best concept will be selected for
further development. Additionally, we are exploring technologies beyond Man-in-the-
I{oqlp that may offer both enhanced protection of U.S. forces and minimized risk to
civilians.

Searching for alternatives to mixed systems.—In order to meet the President’s ad-
ditional direction with regard to mixed systems, the Department will aggressively
and fully explore a wide range of operational concepts and potential materiel solu-
tions as alternatives for all U.S. mixed systems and the existing anti-personnel sub-
munitions within the mixed systems. This concept exploration phase will be robust
and include an examination of doctrine, tactics, force structure options, use of sys-
tems currently in development, materiel and non-materiel solutions recommended
by the combatant commands, and other materiel concepts from various independent
and government-funded laboratories and industry.

Challenges of the search.—We have yet to find suitable alternatives to replace all
APLs worldwide. However, the Department has planned to invest nearly $1 billion
to meet the President’s direction on alternatives and this estimate does not include
costs to develop and field alternatives to mixed systems. We will not be able to accu-
rately determine this potential cost until the concept exploration effort is complete.
As an additional challenge, the current concept exploration effort has been hindered
by funding limitations placed on it by Section 248, H. R. 3616-39, Public Law 105—
261. Accordingly, the Department still does not hesitate to admit that the task of
completely eliminating the use of landmines worldwide is a difficult one. U.S. land-
mines currently protect U.S. combatant and non-combatants alike and have been
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employed by our combatant commanders in a manner that have always protected
human life and have never been used to create the human tragedy that exists
around the globe. In order to replace these systems, we must find an alternative
that is militarily advantageous, cost-effective, and that does not threaten the protec-
tive role offered by our current systems. The Department is moving as rapidly as
possible to find and field alternatives to our APL and mixed anti-tank systems in
accordance the President’s policy to ensure that as the U.S. pursues its humani-
tarian goals, we will take whatever steps are necessary to protect the lives of U.S.
forces and those civilians they may be sent to defend.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR FRANK R. LAUTENBERG

Question. Last week, the Senate passed legislation repealing much of the 1986
Military Retirement Reform Act, commonly known as REDUX, with the goal of im-
proving retention. The Congressional Budget Office has estimated that this policy
will increase outlays by 11 percent over the long run, or $3.6 billion per year in to-
day’s terms. CBO stated in testimony last week that according to the hard data,
“being under REDUX had no discernible effect on the midcareer retention decisions
of people who began active duty after 1987 (the law’s effective date).” Does the De-
partment have analyses beyond anecdotal evidence on this point? If so, would you
please submit them?

Answer. The Services routinely employ exit and quality of life surveys to guide
their decisions regarding personnel policies. Since 1992, results of these surveys in-
dicate that compensation and retirement benefits are clearly at the forefront in the
minds of those members who are weighing the decision whether or not they should
stay in the military. Across the Services, survey data show both officers and enlisted
members cite pay and retirement benefits among the top reasons for leaving (or
thinking of leaving) the Service. In addition, since 1992, the percentage of military
members citing compensation and retirement benefits as among the most important
reasons for leaving the Service has been steadily moving up in ranking.

The November-December 1998 Air Force Computer-Assisted Telephone Interview
on Compensation surveyed 254 officers and 379 enlisted personnel. Of those, 58 per-
cent of the enlisted members identified REDUX as the number one reason for sepa-
rating, while 42 percent of the officers rated REDUX third in their reasons for sepa-
rating. Both groups (officers—87 percent; enlisted—86 percent) felt that REDUX
does not provide a good incentive to serve 20 or more years, and they did not believe
this wa)s a fair and equitable retirement system (officers—79 percent; enlisted 81
percent).

The 1998 Army Research Institute Survey on Officer Careers quantified responses
from over 10,000 officers, stratified by commissioning year group and source of com-
mission. This survey indicated that officers were more likely in 1998 than in 1992
to perceive that their pay and retirement benefits would be better in the civilian
sector.

The 1998 Navy Retention/Separation Survey polled a random sample of second
term enlisted sailors facing a reenlistment decision—all under REDUX. Retirements
as the most important reason for leaving the Navy has increased from 15th in fiscal
year 1995, to 5th in fiscal year 1998.

In addition to this direct survey data, current trends for retention of mid-career
enlisted Service members are troubling. Navy retention is declining across the
board—1st term retention is about 8 percent below goal; 2nd and 3rd term retention
is approximately 5 to 7 percent below goal.

Air Force retention is below goal for all categories for the first time since 1990.
The aviator bonus take rate is down 50 percent in the last three years. The Army’s
retention of captains (O-3s) has been declining since 1996. The Marine Corps is
meeting retention goals but it is getting tougher. Additionally, both the Army and
the Navy missed their quantity recruiting goals in fiscal year 1998, the Navy by 12
percent.

20-YEAR SERVICE LIFE EXTENSION PROGRAMS

Question. How much would it cost for the Defense Department to do 20-year Serv-
ice Life Extension Programs on the F-15 and F-16? How does that compare to the
cost of the F—22 and the Joint Strike Fighter?

Answer. Concerning an F-15 service life extension program (SLEP), no significant
structural modifications are anticipated to extend the airframe life of the F-15.
$5,200,000,000 (TY$) is required to upgrade aircraft systems to fix known, critical
obsolescence, maintainability and capability problems. However, a SLEP for the F—
15 will not meet operational air superiority requirements. From ACC Operational
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Requirements Document: “No current United States (U.S.) aircraft, or derivative,
can succeed at this mission in the next century.”

For the F-22, the cost to complete the program is $42,000,000,000 ($3,200,000,000
in EMD and $38,800,000,000 in production—TY$). The total cost of the F—22 pro-
gram, to include Demonstration and Validation, Engineering and Manufacturing
Development (EMD), and Production, is $62,500,000,000 (TY$).

Current U.S. fighters cannot be upgraded to guarantee Air Superiority. Low in-
tensity conflicts are not low technology. Without an extensive supporting electronic
warfare force, survivability of existing fighters is doubtful. When developed in the
mid-70’s, the F-15 was designed to maintain air superiority at least through the
1980’s. It has performed admirably, but it is unable to dominate the emerging
threats. The F-15 will be 30 years old when replaced by the F-22. When compared
to the F—22, the F-15 requires more than twice as much airlift to deploy to a crisis
area; will produce fewer sorties; requires more maintenance effort; and costs one-
third more to operate.

The need for a new air superiority fighter is driven by the threat the U.S. will
face early in the next century. That threat includes not only advanced fighter air-
craft but also increasingly lethal Surface-to-Air Missiles (SAMs).

Advanced fighters are being developed by several countries and are available for
export. These advanced fighters, which will equal or surpass the performance of cur-
rent U.S. air superiority fighters, include the French Rafale, the Eurofighter 2000,
and the Russian Su-35. The F-22 is expected to remain in service to the year 2030
and beyond, pitting it against threats with more advanced capabilities than even
these known systems.

The sophistication of SAM systems continues to advance with longer range radar,
anti-jamming protection, and higher capability missiles. Advanced SAM systems,
due to their relatively low cost and their demonstrated effectiveness, are a quick
way for countries to improve their air defense systems. The number of countries
possessing the most advanced SAMs—SA-10/12 class—is expected to increase from
14 today to 21 in 2005. As a result, these lethal SAMs will challenge our ability
to gain air superiority.

Concerning the F-16’s SLEP, Structural upgrades can not be accomplished to
keep the F-16 fleet airworthy an additional 20 years. The F-16 C/D, Block 25-52,
airframes were designed to last 8,000 flight hours. The maximum life extension that
could be accomplished is 2,000 flight hours; total 10,000 flight hours (est 7 years).
Contractor structural experts have estimated that required repairs and modifica-
tions would be too extensive to make conducting a SLEP on the F-16 C/D past
10,000 flight hours economically feasible. New aircraft would be less expensive than
a SLEP past 10,000 hours. In addition, because of higher operations tempo and
heavier aircraft loading, the USAF is performing structural modification and repair
programs to ensure current F-16 C/Ds reach their 8,000 flight hour design life.
Even if a SLEP was performed at a cost of $7,900,000,000 (TY$), additional aircraft
purchases, at a cost of $73,300,000,000 (TY$), would be required since the 10,000
hour airframes will not extend out a full 20 years. If a SLEP was not done on the
F-16 fleet, new aircraft would be required to replace the aging aircraft as they
reach their 8,000 hr airframe service life: cost would be $63,400,000,000 (TY$). No
matter which course of action is taken it would also require an additional estimated
$11,500,000,000 (TY$) to fix known, critical obsolescence, maintainability and capa-
bility problems, and upgrade aircraft systems to maintain rough parity with existing
threat aircraft and anti-aircraft systems. However, this upgrade to parity with cur-
rent threats ensures inferiority against future threats expected over the 20 year life
extension.

The Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) total development cost is projected at approxi-
mately $20,000,000,000 ($FY 1994), the USAF share of which is approximately
$9,000,000,000 ($FY 1994). The JSF procurement cost baseline will not be estab-
lished until Milestone II in 2001. The Services have established Unit Recurring
Flyaway (URF) cost goals, the major component of procurement cost, in their in-
terim requirements document. The URF goal for the USAF variant is $28,000,000
($FY 1994) for the projected USAF buy of 1,763 aircraft. The Program Office and
prime contractors are focusing on defining the support concept and associated esti-
mates for the support elements of procurement cost prior to establishing the pro-
curement cost baseline at Milestone II.

Question. Many have cited today’s high operating tempo as a basis for increasing
the Defense Department’s topline. Perhaps this is more of an organizational and
management issue than a budget issue. The Air Force and Marine Corps have
adapted their force structures to reflect the “expeditionary” character of missions
today and ease the stress placed on them by contingency operations. Is the Army
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planning to adopt this same management principle? Are there other force manage-
ment measures the Department is considering?

Answer. The Army is also considering ways to improve its force projection capa-
bility to meet the “expeditionary” character of today’s missions. For example, the
Army’s “Strike Force” concept employs small, self-contained, brigade-size units as
the basic building blocks of a deployable force. Likewise, the Army’s “Force XXI” ef-
fort is exploring a number of improvements to the Army’s war fighting units to
make them a more lethal, survivable, and mobile force.

The Department is also actively managing our forces to meet the demands of to-
day’s expeditionary environment. For example, through our Global Military Force
Policy (GMFP), we carefully monitor those units that are in high demand for contin-
gency operations. When necessary, we make substitutions or force structure adjust-
ments to accommodate the increased demand for these units.

We will continue to explore new and innovative ways to ensure we have the right
force structure and operational concepts to meet the demands of today’s expedi-
tionary environment.

NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE

Question. In 1996, DOD estimated that deploying a single-site, 100 interceptor na-
tional missile defense would cost $9 billion to procure. Last November, the BMDO
Joint Program Office estimated it would cost $15 billion, or 67 percent more. What
is the cause of this dramatic increase?

Answer. The 1996 acquisition cost estimate presented by then Deputy of Defense
John White was based on a Grand Forks deployment and was generated prior to
the availability of an updated System Requirements Document (SRD). It rep-
resented the best information available at that time. However, since then, the Lead
System Integrator (LSI) has been selected, and the technology has matured, as has
our understanding of what it will take to deploy a National Missile Defense system.
As such, our estimates have matured as well.

In November 1997, we estimated $15 billion (acquisition costs) for an Alaska
based 100 interceptor system, which was just one of several alternative excursions
being considered at that time.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BYRON L. DORGAN
ABILITY TO MEET NATIONAL SECURITY OBJECTIVES

Question. During recent testimony before the Budget Committee, Lawrence Korb
asserted that defense spending could actually be decreased by $100 billion. I'd like
to ask your opinion on this assertion, and how our ability to meet national security
objectives would be affected by such a shift in strategy.

Answer. Reducing defense spending by $100 billion would greatly detract from our
ability to meet core national security objectives. Even at present levels of funding,
the Department is experiencing challenges in combat readiness and in recruiting
and retention. As a result, an additional $112 billion has been requested for fiscal
year 2000-2005. Actually reducing defense spending by $100 billion would not only
make it difficult to sustain combat readiness, recruiting and retention rates, and
critical modernization programs, it would also require us to scale back or terminate
long-standing commitments and would severely hamper our ability to respond
quickly to challenges to our interests, with a corresponding reduction in our influ-
ence in those regions where we chose to abandon a major leadership role.

U.S. ALLIED COST SHARING

Question. Congress has mandated cost sharing goals between the United States
and its allies. The 1998 Defense Department report on cost sharing expressed con-
cerns about negative trends in direct cost sharing for U.S. troops stationed or de-
ployed in Europe. What is your current assessment of that trend? Which of our al-
lies are meeting the targets? Which are not? Likewise, what is the current status
of bq)rden sharing contributions by Japan and South Korea for mutual defense
costs?

Answer. The Department does not foresee negative trends in direct cost-sharing
for our troops stationed in Europe, and does not believe it conveyed such trends in
the 1998 Report on Allied Contributions to the Common Defense. That report stated
that “European host nation support remains essentially level and focused on indi-
rect contributions.” It went on to note: “* * * although our European allies do not
offset the same percentage of U.S. stationing costs as do Japan and the Republic
of Korea, they contribute significantly more toward sharing the military roles, as
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well as the overall political and economic costs, of protecting shared interests.” Our
most recent report (March 1999) highlights that in 1997, the Europeans offset near-
ly one-third of U.S. stationing costs, a slight increase from 1996.

The March 1999 report states that during 1997, Saudi Arabia and Japan are the
only countries to meet the Congressional cost sharing target (an offset of 75 percent
of U.S. stationing costs by September 30, 2000). However, relative to GDP, several
additional countries also made substantial cost sharing contributions, including
Oman, the Republic of Korea, Kuwait, Luxembourg, Italy, and Bahrain.

The March 1999 report provides additional details on Japan and the Republic of
Korea. Regarding Japan, the report states: “Its host nation support is the most gen-
erous of any U.S. ally. Department estimates of Japan’s cost sharing in support of
any U.S. ally. Department estimates of Japan’s cost sharing in support of U.S.
forces for 1997 ranged form $3.7 to $4.3 billion ($4.9 billion according to State De-
partment sources), covering 75 percent of U.S. basing costs.” As for the Republic of
Korea, the report says: “In December 1998, U.S. Forces Korea (USFK), the U.S. Em-
bassy, and the ROK Ministry of National Defense reached a new multi-year Special
Measures Agreement (SMA) continuing from 1999-2001. The SMA calls for a ROK
contribution of $333 million for 1999 with increases in 2000 and 2001 based on
growth in ROK GNP and inflation.”

MILITARY HOUSING PRIVATIZATION INITIATIVE

Question. DOD is in the process of privatizing its military housing. Initial indica-
tions are that the Department is getting substantially more housing for its military
members under this approach. However, with the possibility of another round of
Base Closures, I'm concerned about the risk to privatize contractors who would be
required to enter into long term housing agreements with the DOD under this pro-
posal. What contract mechanisms is the DOD using to address this risk to local con-
tractors? Who would bear the risk and contractual liability under these agreements
if a base is closed?

Answer. In the event of a base closure, in communities that have a viable housing
market, the developer may rent the project’s housing unit to civilians, including
military retirees, as the military population draws down. The likelihood of default
is negligible. However, there is an additional potential protection for developers two
have projects in communities that do not have a viable housing market.

One of the Military Housing Privatization Initiative authorities contained in the
1996 National Defense Authorization Act allows (but does not require) DOD to pro-
vide a loan guarantee to cover the risk of base closure as well as deployment, and
downsizing. If included in the agreement, in the event of a default, which is proved,
to be caused by base closure, the government will be obligated to pay off the balance
of the loan.

B—52

Question. The Air Force is releasing its bomber study this week and I'm looking
forward to reviewing the report. Of particular interest is the proposal concerning B—
52 bombers. As shown in operation Desert Fox (where B—52s delivered 90 of the ap-
proximately 200 cruise missiles used) the B-52 is reemerging in its role as the
mainstay of the Air Force bomber force. For example, eight of these bombers can
deliver the same number of missiles (160) and twice the fire power of an entire car-
rier battle group’s cruise missile compliment. Unfortunately, the B-52 aircraft re-
tention issue is an example of how a cost effective proven platform is being retired
at time where no replacement program is in place. What is the wisdom of deacti-
vating more bombers at time when we have no bomber procurement effort in
progress.

Answer. The U.S. Air Force White Paper on Long-Range Bombers identified a re-
quirement for a bomber force structure of 190 bombers. From the total number of
190 bombers, 130 will be combat coded aircraft. Using current operating procedures,
attrition models, and service lives, the Air Force determined that five of the 23 B—
52s identified as excess-to-need would be retained to insure the bomber force struc-
ture does not fall below the requirement prior to fielding a replacement capability
in 2037.

Question. I understand that retaining more B-52’s would impact the nuclear force
structure, and that this is a valid consideration in the retention issue. What would
be the impact on the strategic force structure if the entire fleet of 94 B-52’s was
retained? How would other strategic forces be reduced to meet START II limits?

Answer. Retaining all 94 B-52Hs under START I rules would not impact the stra-
tegic force structure. All 94 B—-52Hs could also be retained with minimal impact on
the strategic force structure to meet START II limits of 3,000 to 3,500 warheads,
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but some B-52Hs would probably require reductions in warhead attribution from
20 to 8 warheads to meet START II warhead levels. Additionally, for the U.S. to
meet START II limits, Peacekeeper ICBMs must be deactivated and their silos
eliminated, Minuteman III ICBMs must be reconfigured with only one warhead, de-
ployed B-1 bombers would be declared IAW START II guidelines as conventional
bombers (thus would not count against START II warhead ceilings), and some re-
ductions in SLBM warhead attribution would have to occur.

However, if the START II treaty is ratified by the Russians, and if the U.S. enters
a START III agreement, START II limits would not be a consideration since the
1997 Helsinki Agreement further reduces nuclear warheads to meet START III lim-
its of 2,000 to 2,500 warheads. This drawdown would run concurrent with the
START II proposed timeline extension of December 2007 so START II warhead lim-
its would be met on the way down to START III warhead limits (the START II
timeline extension agreed to in Helsinki has not been ratified by Congress).

Retaining all 94 B-52Hs under a START III scenario would be problematic. Re-
ductions to our nuclear forces would have to be made to meet the 2,000-2,500
START III limit. Possible options to meet START III limits include; reducing war-
head attribution on B-52Hs (e.g. 20 to 8) and B-2s (e.g. 16 to 8), eliminating ICBM
wing(s), removing some launch tubes on SSBNs, or reducing warheads on SLBMs.
Reducing warhead attribution on B-52Hs must be carefully considered since the Ad-
vanced Cruise Missile (ACM) is currently only carried externally on the B-52H. B—
52Hs with a START II/III attribution of 8 warheads would not carry ACMs exter-
nally.

Question. The Air National Guard and Reserve forces are becoming more impor-
tant in meeting the mission requirements of Active Duty forces. It is my under-
standing, that the Air Guard and the Reserve will be vital to the successful imple-
mentation of the Air Expeditionary Force concept. However, many of these units op-
erate the oldest aircraft in the inventory, some relying on allies for spare parts.
What is the department doing to ensure that Air National Guard and Reserve forces
have the proper equipment and training needed when these men and women are
put into harm’s way. In particular, what are the prospects for outfitting Guard units
VVlith n;zw aircraft instead of perpetuating the current process of handing down older
planes?

Answer. It is in the Nation’s best interest to reduce OPTEMPO, and thus help
improve retention, by assigning the new aircraft to Active Duty units and cascade
PGM/smart weapons capable F—16 Block 30s to the Guard.

The purchase of new Block 50 aircraft, along with Active Duty force structure con-
solidations, will enable us to retire our aging ANG F-16As and replace them with
F-16C Block 30s. We are currently procuring targeting pods for our ANG units, giv-
ing them precision guided munitions capability. Furthermore, our modernization
roadmap for the F-16C Block 30 includes smart munitions capability (Joint Direct
Attack Munitions, Joint Stand-Off Weapon, Wind Corrected Munitions Dispenser,
etc.) in the very near future.

The F-16C Block 50 Suppress Enemy Air Defense (SEAD) mission presently has
the highest OPTEMPO within the F-16 community. The ANG would need an addi-
tional five SEAD units (not including McEntire, SC) to meet current OPTEMPO re-
quirements and not adversely impact unit retention. This would require a total buy
of 95 aircraft within a 2-3 year period

ICBMS AND THE FUTURE U.S. DETERRENT

Question. It is my hope that we will soon be able to agree to further reductions
in deployed nuclear weapons beyond the START II levels with the Russians. I think
we can all concede at this moment however, that nuclear forces will remain in our
arsenals. I'd be interested in your views on what the strategic force structure should
look like beyond START II?

Are ICBMs as [sic] more stabilizing than submarine launched missiles since they
present a known quantity to other nuclear powers?

Answer. Both ICBMs and SLBMs present known quantities to other nuclear pow-
ers. Because SSBNs are so large and take so many years to construct, the numbers
possessed by the U.S. and Russia are well known to both sides. In addition, under
the START I Treaty, both sides provide periodic declarations detailing the numbers
and locations of these treaty-accountable missile systems. This information can be
validated during on-site inspections permitted by START and through the use of na-
tional technical means.

Question. Is the ICBM force more cost-effective than the submarine launched mis-
sile force?
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Answer. Each leg of the triad brings different advantages to our deterrent force.
The ICBM force brings a high alert rate and an ability to respond rapidly once di-
rected to execute. The SSBN force brings survivability even without any warning.
The bombers bring the ability to be recalled once ordered to take off. The combina-
tion of all three legs of the triad also makes defending against our deterrent force
extremely complicated for any would-be aggressor. Thus, even as we have reduced
our strategic deterrent forces, we have done so in a manner that would maintain
the characteristics and advantages of the triad. Moreover, because we have different
types of systems in the force, a failure of one type of system (due to malfunction)
would not leave us without a deterrent force.

Question. Do you perceive a future missile force structure that is predominantly
land or sea based? Have we carefully weighed all the advantages to retaining 500,
rather than 300 ICBMs?

Answer. Under the 3,000-3,500 accountable strategic weapons allowed by the
START II Treaty, we would maintain a strategic deterrent force that included 14
Trident II SSBNs and an ICBM force of 500 Minuteman missiles. The Department
has not yet decided upon the composition of a deterrent force under a 2,000-2,500
accountable warhead limit under a future START III agreement.

Question. If the majority of our strategic forces were land based, is the current
ICBM modernization program adequately funded to support that decision?

Answer. Under START II the major portion of our strategic, accountable war-
heads will be in our SSBN force. No force structure decisions have been made
should we achieve agreement on subsequent, deeper reductions.

Question. Is adequate consideration being given in arms control discussions to ad-
dress how dual-purpose bombers, like the B-52, could be maintained at higher lev-
els?

Answer. The B-52 serves primarily as a standoff platform for the delivery of con-
ventional and nuclear weapons. The number of B-52s is derived from requirements
for their use in two nearly simultaneous major theater wars and their role in nu-
clear deterrence. This number of B-52 bombers is sufficient to meet our current and
projected strategic deterrent requirements. In addition, START II allows the U.S.
to exempt B—1 bombers from the treaty’s 3,000-3,500 warhead limits by reorienting
them to a conventional role. START II also allows each side to change the number
of nuclear weapons attributed to heavy bombers, thus allowing the U.S. to retain
a larger number of aircraft than would be the case if all were accountable at the
original attribution number.

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR RICHARD J. DURBIN
DEFENSE WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS

Question. What is the Defense Department doing to work with facilities such as
the Rock Island Arsenal to offset the effects that low utilization have on their over-
head rate charges? Does DOD have a plan to increase both government and private
utilization, which could control overhead costs?

Answer. There are two specific things that DOD has done to help facilities offset
low utilization. First, we budget direct funding for underutilized plant capacity
(UPC). This UPC funding is provided to offset the cost of facilities and equipment
which is needed for surge operations but are not being used during peacetime. In
fiscal year 1999 the Army Ordnance Activity Group, of which Rock Island Arsenal
is a part, received $23.3 million in UPC funding.

Secondly, the Army has reorganized the Ordnance Facilities and transferred mu-
nitions storage facilities (previously part of Army Depot Maintenance) into Ord-
nance in fiscal year 2000. This provided an additional $212.6 million in work load
in fiscal year 2000 and allows the Ordnance Activity Group to lower their stabilized
rate. There are some projects being considered for public-private partnering which
could also help shore up diminishing work load. However, in the final analysis, the
cost associated with maintaining the industrial capability to defend this country
cannot be avoided, whether public or private interests accomplish that function. The
Department will continue its efforts to obtain the required capability in the most
economical fashion.
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SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator STEVENS. If there is nothing further, the hearing is re-
cessed.

[Whereupon, at 11:33 a.m., Wednesday, March 3, the subcom-
mittee was recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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OPENING REMARKS

Senator STEVENS. My apologies for being late. I was at another
committee hearing, and I am pleased to see that I had two stal-
warts ready to go forward with the hearing. You might have been
better off if I had stayed over there before we are through here this
morning, gentlemen.

But it is nice to see you, Secretary Danzig, Admiral Johnson and
General Krulak. I look forward to these hearings with you.

General Krulak, my staff tells me that this is going to be your
last appearance before this committee as our Commandant of Ma-
rines.

General KRULAK. Yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS. I don’t know how these years go by so fast,
General. He should go reenlist, he is so young.

But you had a distinguished career. We have all enjoyed working
with you and traveling with you and getting to know you and the
way that you believe in the Marines, your outfit. The whole com-
mittee wishes you well as you finish your tour. We will miss your
informative and forward looking approach, and we believe that the
Marines are really better off for the changes that you have made.

(57)
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So we know that—Steve Cortese reminds me of the Sea Dragon
and the things that we are working on to better the manner in
which the Marines can contribute to our defense. We all look for-
ward to seeing you as the years go by and wish you very well.

General KRULAK. Thank you very much, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Gentlemen, it is nice to have you here. I am
glad you do not all depart at the same time.

This year’s Navy and Marine budget suggests that your team has
built a solid budget. It lives within the funds available. But there
are going to be some challenges along the line, I think.

I talked to Admiral Johnson about this yesterday, Mr. Secretary.
People are really at the heart of our Armed Forces. We passed S.
4. I was with our leader last night when he was recognized by the
USO for his action in making that the first action of the Senate in
this new Congress. All of us welcome that and voted for it. But I
have got to tell you, it is going to be an awful difficult job to fund
that bill.

We look forward to trying to work with you to make certain that
we can carry that out in the areas of your responsibility. The oper-
ation and maintenance account is basically flat for 2000 as com-
pared to 1999. And we, I think, are going to have some serious
questions as to whether that is sufficient to maintain the readiness
of the forces under your commands.

You have the F/A-18, the DD-21, the new aircraft carrier and
the Virginia class submarine moving along in phases of develop-
ment, and that means advanced funding, and it means commit-
ment of future budgets to carry out that procurement.

I have to tell you, you have all seen it in the paper, I hope, this
morning. All of us concerned with appropriations are worried about
the decisions we have to make under the ceiling that exists now.
It is a most welcome challenge, but it is a very difficult one. But
we look forward to working with you.

Senator Inouye, do you have any comments?

STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL K. INOUYE

Senator INOUYE. Just a few words, Mr. Chairman, thank you.
And I join you in welcoming the Secretary on his first appearance
before us.

Secretary DANZIG. Thank you.

Senator INOUYE. Welcome back, Admiral Johnson. I hate to say
good-bye to you, General but we never actually say good-bye to a
Krulak. The Krulaks have been with us as far as I can remember.

If I may add to my chairman’s statement, if it were not for you,
General, the V-22 Osprey would be a picture on a wall. It is a re-
ality now. And if it were not for you, the AAAV, I think, would also
be a picture on the wall. But it is going to become a reality.

And because of your innovative ideas, such as the war fighting
lab, we can look upon the Marines as ready for anything. I wish
to commend you and thank you, as a citizen of the United States,
for all you have done for us. We appreciate it very much.

General KRULAK. Thank you very much, sir.

Senator INOUYE. I have much more, but I would like to carry on
my discussions during the questioning period. But, like all of us,
I am concerned about readiness. I am concerned about recruiting
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and I am very pleased we had a meeting, Admiral. It gave me a
better idea on why the lowering of the standard, for example, will
not hurt your efforts.

So, if I may, Mr. Chairman, may I have my full statement made
part of the record.

Senator STEVENS. It will be placed in the record and I'll put my
full statement in the record, also.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

Good morning, I want to join my chairman in welcoming our witnesses today. A
welcome back to Admiral Johnson and General Krulak, and a welcome for his first
appearance as the Secretary of the Navy to Mr. Richard Danzig.

I am pleased that we will have the opportunity to hear from our sea services
today. For those of us whose states border on, or, as in my case, are surrounded
by ocean, the Navy and Marines play an instrumental role in our defense.

For the past several months we have been hearing disturbing things about the
status of our military services. We hear that retention is down. Readiness is tee-
tering on a precipice, and recruiting is difficult because we have a small and gen-
erally less willing group of young people eager to enter the military.

Our marines, I would note, seem to be less affected by these problems, but I am
aware, General Krulak, that you have your concerns as well.

Mr. Secretary, we are pleasantly surprised that the administration increased
funding for the Department of the Navy.

But, we recognize that even with the increase we are buying too few ships to sus-
tain a 300 ship Navy over the long term, and the nagging readiness and personnel
matters I noted portend continued problems for the future.

Moreover, I note that we increasingly assume we will gain substantial future ben-
efits from privatization and other cost reduction measures which have yet to dem-
onstrate many real savings.

These plans, which at best are highly optimistic, are the underpinnings of our fu-
ture budgets.

It is how we plan to have sufficient funds to restore readiness and re-energize our
investment budget.

Again, I for one am glad that the administration has increased your budget, but
I question whether we have tackled the underlying problems which are the root of
the discontent of the troops. It is here that I have my concerns for the future of
our nation’s security.

With that, I am most pleased that you are here today, and I look forward to hear-
ing how you address these concerns and other matters.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Secretary Danzig, Admiral Johnson and General Krulak, we are pleased to have
all of you here today before the committee.

Secretary Danzig, I would like to welcome you this morning for you first appear-
ance before our committee as Secretary.

I would also note that today will be General Krulak’s last appearance before our
committee as Commandant of the Marine Corps.

General Krulak, you have had a very distinguished career and I know I speak
for the entire committee when I say that we have enjoyed working with you and
wish you the best as you retire from the Marine Corps on June 30th.

General Krulak, your innovative and forward looking outlook as Commandant
manifested by the Sea Dragon Lab and the Chemical Biological Incident Response
Force are an important legacy for the Marine Corps and the Nation.

Gentlemen, the committee’s initial look at the Navy/Marine Corps fiscal year 2000
budget suggests that the Navy and Marine Corps team has built a solid budget
which lives within the funds available. However, this does not mean there will not
be challenges.

We all recognize that people are the heart of our Armed Forces. The Navy and
Marine Corps has seen negative trends in retention. While S. 4 will go a long way
in reversing these trends, S. 4 makes more difficult an already difficult budget situ-
ation.
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The operation and maintenance account is basically flat compared to fiscal year
1999. We will all want to be certain that the Navy and Marine Corps can maintain
readiness within the budget request.

The Navy and Marine Corps also face a number of near and far term acquisition
challenges. The F-A18, the DD-21, the future aircraft carrier, LPD-17, and the Vir-
ginia class submarine are all moving to more costly phases of development and pro-
curement.

In a very uncertain budget environment, these many competing demands will
present the Navy, Marine Corps and the Congress with difficult decisions on allo-
cating limited dollars.

We look forward to working with you on the fiscal year 2000 budget as well as
planning for the future of our Navy and Marine Corps.

We will make your full statements a part of the committee’s record.

Before you proceed, I would like to ask my colleague from Hawaii if he has any
opening remarks.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHRISTOPHER S. BOND

Senator STEVENS. Senator Bond.

Senator BOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You see how democ-
racy works. The palace coup was effective for about three minutes
and, fortunately, it was bloodless and I am still here. I thank the
chairman for allowing me to say just a few words.

Mr. Secretary, Admiral Johnson and General Krulak, we wel-
come you today.

I share the concerns that our leaders on this committee do; that
your team is being asked to carry a major burden while at the
same time, it is inadequately resourced. We hear in the news that
the Pentagon is having difficulty trying to realign its forces to cover
both the Arabian Gulf presence and the reemerging threats to
peace and security in the Balkan region, and these are not close
to being two major regional conflicts (MRC’s).

We hear of ships, carriers deploying with less than full manning.
They are still doing the job, but at what cost? Current OPTEMPO
is as high as we have ever seen it, and the ability to sustain such
efforts puts a really serious strain on the crew and their families,
especially when only 80, 85 percent or even 90 percent of the re-
quired work force is available.

It was a great pleasure for me to be on a carrier, and at the time
I believe it was fully manned. But even then the young men and
women there were doing the work of at least one and a half, if not
two individuals, and there certainly was no slack that I ever saw.

And I know that many of our colleagues join in voicing concern
over the services’ abilities to meet effectively their mission require-
ments without making deep and risky cuts in the critical supply
stocks and accelerating the depreciation of major equipment, spe-
cifically aircraft, not to mention the additional strain which has
been put on personnel because of increased deployments and de-
creased manning.

People join the service not to get rich. They do it to make a sig-
nificant contribution, to lead and be part of a superlative group of
young men and women, to explore their professional limits and to
provide adequately for their families.

But, of course, financial considerations must be made. And I am
concerned about your ability to recruit and retain the talents you
need, and that clearly is the strength of the services.

High quality training opportunities while deployed, a general in-
crease in the number of flight hours per air crew or a reduction in
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the number of administrative reports and inspections, restoration
of dependent and retiree health care availability/quality are exam-
ples of incentives, I believe, can go a long way.

I, also, believe there is a seemingly forgotten tradition of intangi-
bles which made you, Admiral Johnson and General Krulak, when
you were an ensign or a second lieutenant look up to your com-
manders.

Mr. Secretary, we are very pleased with what you are doing, and
I hope you are listening to the junior officers (JO’s) as we recognize
the awesome burden facing you and our Armed Forces both in
terms of increase in mission requirements and the concurrent de-
crease in the funding available.

This committee, under the leadership of the current chairman
and the ranking member, has long warned the Department of De-
fense about low balling funding requirements which only exacer-
bates the fiscal problems facing all the services’ abilities to conduct
the many operations required.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I have a much longer statement, Mr. Chairman. We will express
and discuss some of those items like concern—you might be inter-
ested to know—in the F/A-18E/F. We will address that later, but
I would like to have the full statement made a part of the record.

Senator STEVENS. Yes, sir, it will be placed in the record.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CHRISTOPHER S. BOND

Mr. Secretary, Admiral Johnson, General Krulak, I join with my colleagues in
welcoming you before the committee today to address the President’s budget request
and the very serious issues facing the Navy Marine Corps team.

Today, I am concerned that this team is being asked to carry a major burden
while at the same time it is being inadequately resourced. We hear in the news that
the Pentagon is having difficulty trying to realign its forces to cover both the Ara-
bian Gulf presence and the re-emerging threats to peace and security in the Balkan
region, and these are not close to being 2 MRC’s. We hear of ships, carriers, deploy-
ing with less than full manning. They are still doing the job, but at what cost? Cur-
rent Ops tempo is as high as I have ever seen it; and the ability to sustain such
an effort puts a serious strain on the crew and their families, especially when only
80, 85, or 90 percent of the required work force is available. I have been on a carrier
and let me say even at full manning, these young men and women do the work of
one and a half individuals—there is no slack on the flight decks. I know that many
of my colleagues join me in voicing concern over the service’s ability to effectively
meet their mission requirements without making deep and risky cuts into critical
supply stocks and accelerating the depreciation of major equipment specifically air-
craft, not to mention that additional strain which has been put on personnel because
of increased deployment schedules and decreased manning.

In particular, we have all seen the data concerning the abysmal retention rates
of all of the services’ pilots. We, here, are all sympathetic to your efforts to find an
answer to this serious readiness problem. I submit to you however, that throwing
money at these individuals is not the only answer. As I have stated before, most
who join the service do not do it for avaricious reasons—they do it to make a signifi-
cant contribution to the country, to lead and be a part of a superlative group of
young men and women, to explore their professional limits, and to provide ade-
quately for their families. Of course financial considerations must be made, but it
is not the be-all, end-all.

The exodus of individuals now spans the rank structure and I am concerned about
your ability to recruit new talent. Over the years, individual tactical flight time has
been dramatically curtailed. I venture to say that a Lieutenant today has a lot more
blank space in his log book than those of days past. Now I know that the Navy is
trying to get “more” out of every flight, but I also submit that much of the flight
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time dedicated to these other than war contingencies do nothing to hone the skills
of our aviators and in fact, require the pilots to spend hours flying at their aircrafts’
most conservative power settings drilling holes in the sky while “monitoring” one
peacekeeping mission after another—Iraq, notwithstanding. High quality training
opportunities while deployed, a general increase in the number of flight hours for
aircrew, a reduction in the number of administrative reports and inspections, res-
toration of dependent and retiree health care availability and quality are examples
of incentives I believe can go along way. I also believe that there is a seemingly for-
gotten tradition of intangibles which made you Admiral Johnson and General
Krulak when you were an Ensign or 2nd Lieutenant, look up to your unit com-
manders—and then once you were one of those commanders, gave you the authority
and the accountability to stand up for your J.0.’s (junior officers) and actually lead
the Sailors and Marines under your command rather than merely manage personnel
resources.

Mr. Secretary, don’t wait for your future to desert you and then ask why I hope
you are listening to the J.0.’s.

That said, we recognize the awesome burden facing you and our armed forces both
in terms of its increase in mission requirements and concurrent decrease in the
funding available to meet those missions.

For many years, this committee has warned the Department of Defense about the
policy of low balling funding requirements which only exacerbates the fiscal prob-
lems facing all of the services’ ability to conduct the myriad of operations required
of you. As I understand it from Mr. Hamre’s comments last week, that in this year’s
request, you were unable to account for the vast amount of weapons which you have
expended so far in covering our No-Fly contingency operation which is what—8
years old?

Over the past seven years, this Congress has increased the Defense budget by bil-
lions of dollars; some critics have attacked us for those increases but the Depart-
ment and the Administration have routinely come back to us pleading for more,
through “Emergency Supplementals” primarily because of the burgeoning Contin-
gency Operations costs. Some of these operations have extended way beyond any
“Contingency” status and we have contested DOD financial planning for them. I
note some improvement in this year’s budget submission but I expect we will see
another supplemental to cover all of the contingencies in which the President has
us embroiled.

Mr. Secretary, last year, we commissioned the newest of the nation’s capital ships,
the U.S.S. Harry S Truman, CVN-75. I proudly provided a congratulatory letter to
the crew for their commissioning book. We have also made a commitment to yet an-
other carrier, and we are also in the midst of CVX development. However, I am con-
cerned that we need to accelerate the operational evaluations of the F-18E/F, not
to skip any testing but to work as hard as we can to wring out any anomalies and
begin a robust and multi-year procurement to get any additional savings as soon
as possible. I understand that as we speak, the Superhornet is, as you say, “bagging
traps and cats” a few hundred miles Southeast of here. I am committed to providing
the men and women who fly from those carriers with the finest and most advanced
aircraft to give them the edge so critical in today’s high-tech, high speed, highly
dangerous air-combat arena. I will be asking you to make that same commitment
in direct questioning specifically in relation to a multi-year funding plan for Super-
hornet procurement.

Thank you Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Gentlemen, we would like to have you proceed.

Mr. Secretary, we call on you first and then, Admiral Johnson,
I think in deference to the General’s leaving, we will call on him
first this time.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD DANZIG

Secretary DANZIG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If I can say at the
outset, we always take your suggestions very seriously and as a re-
sult I will immediately after this hearing talk with General Krulak
about reenlisting. It is an excellent idea. [Laughter.]

I would add, seriously, my own personal note. You and Senator
Inouye and Senator Bond have emphasized General Krulak’s con-
tributions to the Marine Corps, and I think by extension to the Na-
tion as a whole. I would just note that for me, personally, General
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Krulak was really the first Marine general I came to know when
I arrived as Under Secretary in 1993. And these almost six years
have been, for me, immensely rewarding.

When you speak, Senator Bond, of the great burdens that a Sec-
retary has to carry, I can tell you that with people like Chuck
Krulak and Jay Johnson, those burdens become much more achiev-
able and bearable than they would otherwise be. And I just want
to personally register my regret at General Krulak’s impending re-
tirement and my delight that you have been here all these years.

Mr. Chairman, I have a formal statement for the record which,
with your permission, I will simply submit and just make a com-
ment for a moment.

You see in the newspaper this morning evidence of the Marine
Corps’ very good work accompanied by the Navy and the other
services in Central America—in this case building a bridge in Hon-
duras. Really anywhere you look around the globe, you find these
kinds of contributions, contributions relevant to war fighting, con-
tributions relevant to shaping our environment, to deterring ag-
gressors, to doing humanitarian kinds of things.

The Navy and the Marine Corps are always there for America.
I see them, of course, in very close detail. I see them, for example,
a Navy Battle Group and a Marine Corps Amphibious Ready Group
in the Mediterranean available for any contingencies in Bosnia, or
for the possibility we will be needed in Kosovo.

I see that same battle group having performed the first night of
Desert Fox and along with other naval forces and Marine Corps
aviation contributing as well, providing all of the first night’s strike
capacity in Desert Fox and continuing with the majority of the fire
power that was used to protect our interests in the Persian Gulf.

I see Navy and Marine Corps ships and sailors and marines
throughout Southeast Asia, maintaining stability off the coast of
Korea, achieving a measure of deterrence there. I see us as a capa-
ble force everywhere.

PREPARED STATEMENT

With that said, I see this committee as consistently supportive of
this kind of effort. If the Navy and Marine Corps are always there
for America—and they are—this committee has always been there
for the Navy and the Marine Corps, and I am very grateful for that
support, and I simply want to signal my appreciation for it and for
the opportunity that this hearing presents. And I look forward to
a more detailed discussion in the minutes ahead. Thank you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RICHARD DANZIG

A major focus of these hearings will, of course, be the budget we have submitted.
As it is my first appearance before the committee since being confirmed, I thought
it might be most useful to say something about my personal priorities.

I have an urgent near term priority and two particularly important longer term
priorities. The urgent priority is to improve the morale and well-being of our sailors
and marines. The longer-term priorities are: First, to reduce the cost of doing busi-
ness for the Navy and Marine Corps, so as to free up more money for procurement,
modernization and research and development; Second, to bring new technologies
and new doctrines to bear so that the Navy and Marine Corps are better able to
serve this nation in the first decades of the 21st century.
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As to the first goal, there has been much discussion recently about pay and bene-
fits, particularly retirement benefits. I think the budget before you makes attractive,
helpful and sensible proposals in this regard. There will be debates about
yardsticks, comparability, inflation indicators, etc. My view of the matter is simpler.
We can never pay Sailors and Marines enough for what they do. The sacrifices in-
herent in the risks of combat and the discomforts of deployment away from families
are too great to be fully compensated in dollars. But we can pay too little. Worries
about families, retirement and day-to-day bills are compelling Sailors and Marines
to leave the Navy and Marine Corps for civilian occupations—even those that are
plainly of less value to them and the Nation.

For me it is not a subtle question when we are paying too little. Our Sailors and
Marines (and for that matter, our Soldiers and Airmen) tell us: they tell us in words
and they tell us by leaving. Of course, people would always like to be paid more.
But my judgment, with some experience in these matters, is that we are losing too
many good people, at too fast a rate, to be tolerable, and I take seriously the state-
ments of many that with better pay and better retirement they would be staying
with us. The cost of that better pay and better retirement is small as compared with
the cost of losing these trained people. For these reasons, it has been, and will re-
main, a priority of mine—and, I know, of this committee—to see substantial im-
provement in this regard. I believe that the President’s budget takes a significant
step toward meeting the needs of our Sailors and Marines.

But money is not the be-all and end-all. To the contrary, I think we misunder-
stand our problems and mismanage them if we simply throw money at our prob-
lems. Sailors and Marines are suffering now not simply from a deficiency in pay but
from overwork as well. This overwork manifests itself in a pattern of sixty-hour
weeks, of excessive demands between, as well as during deployments, and of frustra-
tion because there is too little time and too little equipment to do a good job even
while working strenuously. I have been in office less than ninety days, but the budg-
et before you includes a program for “Smart Work” that reflects some of my prior-
ities in this regard. We need to give Sailors and Marines the tools and equipment
that will enhance the quality of their work place while reducing the number of
hours they have to work. Illustrative investments include: money to procure a new
type of water tight door that will replace the high maintenance, antiquated type
that now burdens us; acquisition funds for basic equipment that will make scraping
and painting less cumbersome; and resources to install a central freshwater cooling
system for reduction gears to reduce ship’s depot maintenance costs.

A further priority of mine, reflected in some measure in the budget, but also in
non-budgetary management initiatives, has been to develop a program to reduce the
manpower mismatches and shortfalls that have resulted in 22,000 unfilled billets
in the Navy. The CNO and I have now developed a plan to reduce this number by
4,000 this year, 7,000 next year, and 4,000 the year after. Elements of this program
include: planning extensive use of civilians rather than sailors on shipyard work for
carriers in overhaul; reissuing existing policy to encourage high year tenure waivers
for good performing E—4’s if they are willing to accept orders to sea/overseas duty;
temporarily assigning students awaiting instruction to their ultimate duty station
(but for no more than 20 weeks); and sending GENDET’s to the Fleet for 15-21
months with guaranteed follow-on “A” School. In parallel with these measures, I
have also taken a number of steps to raise the prospects of meeting the Navy’s re-
cruiting goals, correcting for a shortfall last year.

More broadly, I have spoken out with respect to what I perceive as the remnants
of a pervasive “psychology of conscription” throughout the Armed Services. We all
know that we no longer use the draft to coerce military service. We know, and are
committed to the notion, that military work demands decent pay and not con-
scripted wages. But our personnel and budgetary systems still too often treat people
as though they were essentially a free good. Too often, weeks and months are wast-
ed while service members wait for schools and assignments. Too often, men and
women are misassigned to jobs that don’t use the skills we’ve provided them and
don’t treat them as professionals. This affects morale, and therefore concerns me
with respect to my first priority. But, were this not enough, it also is wasteful. To
alter this, I will be trying to make substantial management changes. I will be ask-
ing this Committee’s help in this work.

Moving to the longer term, my hope and intent is to bring these two services, with
this committee’s support, to a position where we can operate and maintain ourselves
at a lower on-going cost of doing business. The smart ship innovations delineated
in the program before you are representative of this emphasis and were particularly
accelerated by me in the brief period I had to affect this budget after coming to of-
fice. The program before you accelerates smart ship procurements and installations
on AEGIS Destroyers and Cruisers; reduces ship operating costs through installa-
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tion of automated command and control equipment in LSD 41/49 classes; and pro-
cures and installs smart ship equipment on aircraft carriers across the FYDP. I con-
tinue to search for promising labor saving technologies available today for backfit
or projected in the future for forward fit. This will free significant manpower and
permit a greater percentage of ship crews to focus on warfighting.

Finally, I think there is important work to be done in adapting the Navy and Ma-
rine Corps to the security challenges of the next century. For the last several years,
leaders of the Navy and Marine Corps have, in my opinion, grasped the correct cen-
tral idea about our mission in the time ahead. While doing other important things—
including control of the seas, maintenance of our primary overseas transportation
and supply capabilities, and assurance of our primary nuclear strategic deterrent—
the biggest challenge for the Navy and Marine Corps will be to bring power to bear
“from the Sea” to the littoral. Littorals are coastal areas. They provide homes to
over three-quarters of the world’s population, sites for over 80 percent of the world’s
capital cities, and nearly all of the marketplaces for international trade. Because of
this, littorals are also the place where most of the world’s important conflicts are
likely to occur.

To completely embrace and fully execute this mission, the Navy and Marine Corps
need a different kind of equipment and personnel priorities than they had in the
past. In aviation, for example, the F/A-18E/F, Joint Strike Fighter and the V-22
all point in the right direction. In days gone by we might have designed airplanes
like these with a greater priority on their aerial maneuver (“dog-fight”) capabilities.
The first two of these multi-capability aircraft have fighter characteristics, but they
correctly assign primacy in their improvement over their predecessors to growth in
their strike abilities. The F/A-18E/F is designed to execute the missions of the first
quarter of the 21st century with greatly improved range and payload, room for avi-
onics growth, and increased capability to conduct night strike warfare and close air
support for ground forces. Its flexibility, reliability and survivability make it the
right aircraft to fulfill the majority of missions associated with regional and littoral
conflicts. The V-22 is capable of carrying 24 combat-equipped Marines or a 10,000-
pound external load; it can fly up to a maximum of 397 miles per hour; and it has
a strategic self-deployment capability of 2,100 nautical miles with a single aerial re-
fueling. This VSTOL aircraft presents a revolutionary change in aircraft capability
to meet expeditionary mobility needs for the 21st century.

In designing the ships of the future, I place a similar priority on our abilities to
deliver manpower and firepower to the littoral. The LPD-17, for example, has a ca-
pacity of 25,000 square feet of vehicle stowage and 36,000 cubic feet of cargo, can
carry 720 troops and two LCAC’s, and can land four CH-46 helicopters or accommo-
date a mix of AH-1/UH-1, CH-46 and H-53E helicopters and MV-22 aircraft.
Major improvements in command-and-control and ship self-defense systems will in-
crease its ability to operate independently of the amphibious ready groups when re-
quired. Because 12 LPD’s will replace 39 other ships, it also contributes significantly
to my goal of reducing our cost of doing business.

The DD-21 is being designed not only to minimize costs, consistent with the sec-
ond priority I have articulated, but also to greatly expand strike capability. It is
being designed from the keel up to provide support for forces ashore. Leap ahead
capabilities include advanced major caliber guns, precision weapons, signature re-
duction, seamless joint interoperability and enhanced survivability, reduced man-
ning, and, very possibly, even an all-electric drive propulsion system. Its emphasis
on sensor to shooter connectivity will provide a naval or Joint Task Force com-
mander with the mission flexibility to counter any maritime threat and to destroy
a variety of land targets.

In its VIRGINIA class SSN’s, and operations in support of the fleet and national
tasking, our attack submarine force is making the transition from a blue water ac-
tivity designed to combat Soviet submarines, to a powerful influence on events in
the littoral. Submarines routinely provide about 20 percent of a typical carrier battle
group Tomahawk land attack firepower. A submarine is often the platform of choice
for the covert insertion and retrieval of special operating forces (SOF). Today’s sub-
marines and VIRGINIA class SSN’s have significantly improved anti-submarine
warfare, mine reconnaissance and offensive mining capabilities. Finally, submarines
provide crucial intelligence gathering capability in the littorals. In fact, even as our
SSN force has decreased by nearly 50 percent since 1989, the amount of intelligence,
surveillance and reconnaissance operations undertaken by submarines have doubled
due to the national need for unique intelligence in troubled areas around the globe.

I should conclude by saying that while pursuing these transforming priorities, I
am acutely aware, as I know this committee is, of the great day-to-day responsibil-
ities your Navy and Marine Corps assume for this country. The Navy and Marine
Corps are, and must be, always there for America.
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In 1998 this meant naval operations across the globe, demonstrating the multi-
mission capabilities of a maritime force. To disrupt the flow of illegal drugs into the
United States, the Navy deployed substantial assets to the Caribbean and eastern
Pacific, culminating in several large drug seizures. From the Indian Ocean and
Mediterranean Sea, the Navy came to the aid of victims of natural disasters in both
Kenya and Italy, assisting in those countries after severe rain and mudslides rav-
aged several areas. Again, the volatile Southwest Asia region continued to require
the Navy’s vigilance, flexibility and firepower, as our naval forces anchored ongoing
operations in and around Iraq, keeping the pressure on a state that remains defiant
in the face of international pressure.

Globally deployed, the Marine Corps responded to 16 contingencies during 1998.
Whether transporting highly enriched uranium out of Georgia, providing humani-
tarian assistance to a flood-ravaged Kenya, or demonstrating resolve against Iraqi
aggression, our Marines were on the scene in support of our National Military Strat-
egy.

I cannot say—no one can say—where the Navy and Marine Corps will be espe-
cially called upon to meet the demands of this nation in 1999. I can say, however,
that with this committee’s support we will be ready. The budget before you will
make us ready and able in the year 2000. For longer than the life of this Republic—
for almost two and a quarter centuries—these great seafaring services have always
been there for America. Like you—with you—I am dedicated to assuring that they
will be there in the century soon to come.

Thank you.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 1999 POSTURE STATEMENT

A century ago, the United States Navy defeated the Spanish fleet in the Carib-
bean Sea and the Pacific Ocean. Nine years later, the Great White Fleet sailed
around the world and dramatically demonstrated America’s will and means to as-
sert its influence worldwide. “Speak softly and carry a big stick” became the pre-
vailing American philosophy as the Navy-Marine Corps team emerged as the na-
tion’s most visible symbol of international power.

Throughout the 20th Century, our naval services adapted to new geo-strategic cir-
cumstances and major technological and operational changes. Our 100-year record
of success played a major role in America’s emergence as the only superpower at
century’s end. And just as our Navy and Marine Corps embraced the changes in
warfare brought about by the turbulent era of the early 1900s, today we are again
undergoing a Department-wide transformation that addresses tomorrow’s significant
challenges.

The overarching objectives for the Navy and Marine Corps—to shape the inter-
national security environment, to respond to the full range of crises, and to prepare
now for the challenges of a new century—have not changed markedly through the
years. In this past century, we were concerned with building a force that could pro-
tect this nation’s citizens, rights, and interests, a force that could enforce America’s
will across the oceans. Today, the objectives remain the same, but the security envi-
ronment is much more complex, characterized by rapid globalization, economic in-
equality, and political uncertainty.

At the same time, lightning-quick communications, space-based systems, precision
weapons, and global reach are making warfare capabilities more lethal than ever
before. Sustaining our ability to quickly implement new technologies and adapt to
new requirements and missions will require an increasingly sophisticated array of
forces and talented people. This is essential to our preeminence as a forward de-
ployed, operationally proficient, and technologically advanced force—capable of re-
sponding anytime, anywhere from the sea.

This Posture Statement portrays the Navy-Marine Corps Team of the 21st Cen-
tury. It describes the Department of the Navy’s mission, our direction for the future,
and the priorities that must guide our decision-making. We invite you to read on.
You will see—as events in 1998 so vividly demonstrated—that the Navy and Marine
Corps are leaning forward, adapting to change, and are always there for America.

THE NAVY-MARINE CORPS TEAM: AMERICA’S 21ST CENTURY FORCE

On the eve of the 21st Century, the international environment is more complex
than at any other time in America’s history. The number and diverse nature of na-
tions, organizations, and other entities vying for international influence continue to
grow. At the same time, the global economy is increasingly interdependent. Al-
though this offers the promise of greater prosperity for the United States, it also
further ties the security and well being of Americans to events beyond our borders.
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Incidents and crises once considered peripheral to U.S. security—the spread of eth-
nic and religious conflict, the breakdown of law and order abroad, or the disruption
of trade in distant regions—now threaten our citizens and our interests. On the
other hand, a fundamental restructuring of global economies, governments, and be-
liefs present new opportunities for a globally engaged United States, in concert with
other like-minded nations, to advance long-term interests and promote stability in
critical areas.

Throughout the 20th Century, the Navy and Marine Corps have played key roles
in protecting U.S. interests worldwide—supporting America’s strategies of world
leadership and engagement as an alternative to inward-looking isolationism. Today,
the United States is the world’s sole superpower. Although the Department of the
Navy’s 1999 Posture Statement appears at the end of the 20th Century, a period
that witnessed the emergence of the United States as a world power so clearly that
some have called it “The American Century,” it marks the beginning of a new era
in which naval power will become an even more critical element of U.S. national
security. This Posture Statement provides a template for how the Navy and Marine
Corps are preparing for the 21st Century.

A Global Strategy Demands a Global Naval Presence

Since the earliest days of the Republic, the United States has been a seafaring
nation relying on the oceans for food, commerce, and defense, as well as exerting
influence wherever and whenever U.S. citizens, interests, and friends have been at
risk. Today, America stands without peer in military and economic strength, free-
dom of expression, cultural appeal, and moral authority—all key indices by which
global power and influence are measured. This standing has been earned by genera-
tions of Americans whose work ethic fueled unparalleled growth, who upheld the
precepts of democracy, and who fought wars to win and preserve freedom at home
and abroad.

The geopolitical and economic world has changed greatly during the decade since
the fall of the Berlin Wall in November 1989. The disintegration of the Soviet Union
led to international relations free from competitive superpower tensions, but lacking
the relatively stable Cold War frame of reference. Our victory in the Cold War has
not, however, brought about a time of tranquillity. Today’s observers find neither
an era of peace and international harmony, nor an era of clearly defined confronta-
tion. Rather, in the closing months of the 20th Century, our world presents a com-
plex and lethal mixture of trends, dynamics, and challenges. As a result, we find
today’s smaller naval force—significantly reduced from the Cold War force of the
mid-1980s—facing broad and frequent dangers.

Events during 1998 make it clear that the world is still a violent place. Last year,
terrorist bombs destroyed two U.S. embassies. Factional and small-scale conflicts
raged in at least 25 countries. Economic crises plagued regional and global econo-
mies, while growing economic and social inequities fueled long-standing as well as
nascent animosities. Threats to U.S. lives, property, and interests are increasing
worldwide, and emerging threats to the U.S. homeland are likely to become an un-
comfortable reality. The next century’s international security environment will as-
suredly place an even higher premium on the mobility, global access, self-suffi-
ciency, sustainability, and competence of the Navy and Marine Corps. Naval forces
remain the most agile and flexible tools of our national security policy—able to move
unfettered on the high seas, unencumbered by regional or local political constraints.
Our ability to maintain this mobility depends upon our ability to move unimpeded
across the world’s oceans. In this regard, United States accession to the 1982 Con-
vention on the Law of the Sea is essential to preserving navigational freedoms that
underpin our forward deployed strategy. The United States must join the more than
130 nations, including the United Kingdom, Russia, France, China, and Japan that
have already become Parties to the Convention.

U.S. leadership in global affairs, a function of American economic and military
power, has long been a key ingredient in promoting peace and stability, facilitating
free enterprise, and fostering democracy worldwide. The continued wvitality of this
leadership during the next century will depend in large part upon our willingness
to remain visibly engaged in regions of importance to U.S. interests. On any given
day, over one quarter of our naval forces with more than 50,000 Sailors and Marines
are embarked abroad. These forces carry out numerous national taskings, conduct
multilateral exercises, and monitor and influence developments around the world.
During times of crisis, Navy and Marine Corps units are often already on the scene,
or are the first U.S. assets to arrive in force.

This ubiquitous presence, which makes Navy and Marine Corps forces uniquely
invaluable, has an additional potential benefit—positively influencing and shaping
the global economy. As the U.S. increases its reliance on global trade, the Nation’s
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economic vitality is becoming more and more dependent on the stability and growth
of the global economy. Thus, as the 21st Century moves into an era of the global
economy, the Nation’s fundamental interests increasingly are linked to two objec-
tives: the promotion of peace and stability and the growth of democracies and mar-
ket economies. Forward presence naval forces, especially when enhanced by multi-
agency, joint or allied operations, have a fundamental capacity to accomplish both
of these 21st Century objectives.

Strategic Concepts of U.S. Naval Forces

Title 10, U.S. Code requires the Department of the Navy to be prepared to con-
duct prompt and sustained combat operations in support of U.S. national interests.
Although this core role remains paramount, the complicated security landscape of
today—marked by challenge and uncertainty—demands naval forces do much more
than make ready for battle. Naval forces remain a critical component of the Na-
tional Military Strategy’s imperative to “Shape, Respond, and Prepare” for the fu-
ture. This blueprint for security dictates that America’s armed forces remain glob-
ally engaged to address emerging crises and conflicts far from our shores.

Naval forces implement this strategy through four enduring concepts: forward
presence; deterrence; sea and area control; and power projection. These are the crit-
ical strategic concepts that naval forces provide in direct support of the nation’s se-
curity and military strategies.

Forward Presence.—Maintaining forward presence capitalizes on the expedi-
tionary nature of naval forces; it is the Department of the Navy’s primary peacetime
task. Routine forward presence allows the timely arrival of naval forces at virtually
any crisis throughout the world. We maintain naval forces forward deployed to es-
sential regions around the world, covertly if needed and overtly if desired. And when
necessary, we deploy and sustain additional sea, land, and air forces to meet emerg-
ing needs.

Forward presence constitutes a subtle, yet visible, demonstration of security and
commitment. In times of crisis, these forces embody the prompt and sustained re-
sponse our nation, our friends, and our allies expect. The sustained responsiveness
of forward deployed naval forces is irreplaceable. There is no substitute for being
on the scene with the full range of capabilities which carrier battle groups and am-
phibious ready groups possess. This visible guarantee that the United States will
respond to provocation and support its friends, significantly influences any would-
be aggressor’s calculations of risk and reward.

Deterrence.—Throughout the 45 years of Cold War punctuated by regional crisis
and conflict, the strategic concept of nuclear deterrence defined the primary U.S.-
Soviet relationship. Yet, deterrence of crises and conventional conflicts is also at-
tainable by creating the threat of unacceptable consequences to would-be aggressors.
Forward deployed, combat-credible naval forces serve notice to potential aggressors
that there will be a high price to pay for any hostile action.

Of continuing concern to U.S. national security are the remaining large numbers
of nuclear warheads and the worldwide proliferation of other Weapons of Mass De-
struction (WMD). The U.S. must maintain credible deterrence against such dev-
astating weapons for the foreseeable future. Although conventional strike weapons
can assume increasingly strategic roles, today the Navy’s nuclear-powered ballistic
missile submarines remain the most stealthy and survivable element of the U.S. nu-
clear triad to deter the use of WMD.

Sea and Area Control.—Sea and area control requires the ability to defeat coastal
defenses and dominate a foe in the littoral battlespace—at sea, on the ground, and
in the airspace—extending from hundreds of miles offshore to hundreds of miles in-
land. Unless command of the seas and the airspace is attained, deployed and follow-
on forces will be at risk. Naval forces must control the sea lanes leading to a region
because most of the troops, equipment, and supplies travel to the region by sea.
Once in theater, naval forces provide a powerful forcible-entry capability and are ca-
pable of conducting this mission anywhere in the world.

Power Projection.—The projection of naval power ashore—beyond the reach of
naval gunfire along coasts—was forged as a strategic concept in the World War II
Pacific Theater and remains an essential naval capability today. Whether in the
form of carrier-based strike-fighter aircraft armed with precision-guided munitions,
a Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) of combined air and ground forces, sea-
launched cruise missiles, or clandestine special warfare forces, naval forces offer
combat options tailored for the situation at hand. In a larger conflict, naval forces
can seize and defend advance bases—ports and airfields—to facilitate the arrival of
follow-on land-based air and ground forces. They simultaneously provide the nec-
essary command and control capabilities for joint and allied forces. Major ground
and air elements ashore depend upon the delivery of heavy equipment and the
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sustainment provided by the Navy’s strategic sealift assets. Protection of these crit-
ical sea- and land-based elements will be provided in the near future by Navy The-
ater Missile Defense systems. All of these capabilities help to underwrite deterrence.

In addition, with increasing overflight limitations and continuing reductions in
overseas basing rights, only naval forces can maintain assured access to most re-
gions of the world. Naval forces are powerful instruments of national policy because
of their self-sufficiency and freedom from host-nation political constraints. Likewise,
these forces may either be highly visible, for an enhanced deterrent effect, or oper-
ate from stealthy and secure postures—above, on, or below the surface of the sea—
ready to strike with maximum surprise.

These four strategic concepts—forward presence, deterrence, sea and area control,
and power projection—provide the cornerstone of U.S. naval strategy and com-
plement each other in ways that enhance their contribution to the security of the
nation. Forward presence supports both conventional deterrence and deterrence
against the threat and actual use of WMD. Deterrence, in turn, requires power pro-
jection to be credible. The ability to gain and maintain sea and area control makes
power projection possible and sustainable. If deterrence should fail, the ability to
control critical sea lanes and other areas provides the foundation for projection of
both naval and follow-on, land-based forces. Only the nation’s naval forces have the
capabilities to implement these strategic concepts to their fullest potential.

Challenges and Solutions for the 21st Century

As indicated late last year, budgets continue to be constrained, making it is dif-
ficult to balance the need to sustain day-to-day operational readiness and the mod-
ernization necessary to ensure U.S. naval forces are properly poised and ready to
meet future requirements and threats. Although deployed readiness remains satis-
factory, the key readiness indices of our non-deployed forces are worsening, thus
posing risks for the future. Non-deployed readiness is currently funded at levels
which minimize flexibility and hamper our ability of these assets to surge quickly
in the event of a major theater war. The higher level of funding requested in the
proposed President’s fiscal year 2000 budget, along with savings realized by effi-
ciencies in the way the Department operates, will begin to address some of these
concerns.

Long-term readiness is also of concern. Investments in modernization of existing
equipment and acquisition of new systems are based on a comprehensive assess-
ment of future threats. Current threats can be dealt with by today’s highly capable
naval forces., However but investments in future capabilities to defeat tomorrow’s
threats are often deferred to fund today’s readiness. A higher level of overall De-
partment of Defense funding as initiated by the fiscal year 2000 budget and the sav-
ings realized by efficiencies in the way the we operate are required to provide the
resources critical for the Navy and Marine Corps to sustain global presence and
power.

Throughout America’s history, a modern and capable fleet has been the linchpin
for protecting important U.S. interests wherever and whenever they might be in
jeopardy. Since the end of the Cold War, several comprehensive analyses and as-
sessments have addressed the force structures needed to ensure that U.S. forces can
carry out the operations and taskings that underwrite America’s security and mili-
tary strategies. Today, the stated requirement is for a Marine Corps of three Active
Marine Expeditionary Forces (MEFs) and one Reserve division air wing and force
service support group and a Navy of at least 300 ships, including as core assets:
12 aircraft carriers; 10 Active and one Reserve carrier air wings (CVWs); 12 amphib-
ious ready groups (ARGs); 50 nuclear-powered attack submarines (SSNs) with en-
hanced stealth features and strike capabilities; 14 strategic ballistic missile sub-
marines (SSBNs) armed with Trident II/D5 ballistic missiles and operated in two
ocean areas and 116 surface combatants (108 Active and eight Naval Reserve Force
ships)

In order to sustain these force levels beyond the FYDP, the Navy must achieve
a building rate of eight to ten ships per year. Our current and projected building
rate of six-to-eight ships per year will not sustain minimum essential force levels
for a 300-ship Navy in the future. Therefore, shipbuilding rates must improve early
in the next decade.

Similarly, to maintain our ability to carry out all missions implicit in...From the
Sea (1992), Forward...from the Sea (1994), and Operational Maneuver from the
Sea (1997), the Department of the Navy is pursuing several keystone programs, in-
cluding the F/A-18E/F Super Hornet strike aircraft, the future CVNX aircraft car-
{ier, %e MV-22 Osprey aircraft, and the Advanced Amphibious Assault Vehicle
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Refining their respective Service’s collaborative efforts to meet the Nation’s naval
and maritime security requirements, the Chief of Naval Operations and the Com-
mandant of the U.S. Coast Guard in September 1998 signed a joint Navy/Coast
Guard policy statement on the National Fleet. This policy re-emphasizes the way
the two sea services will serve the nation while recognizing the broad contributions
that the Coast Guard makes to America’s maritime security. It commits the Navy
and the Coast Guard “to shared purpose and common effort focused on tailored
operational integration of our multi-mission platforms.” This complementary part-
nership calls for the Navy and the Coast Guard to work together to build a National
Fleet of multi-mission surface warships and maritime security cutters to maximize
our joint effectiveness across all naval and maritime roles, missions, functions, and
tasks. The National Fleet concept offers enhanced effectiveness in the way both Sea
Services approach the challenges of meeting tomorrow’s needs in a most cost-effec-
tive manner.

Several other initiatives are being pursued and implemented in the Department
to more efficiently utilize the resources we have, while instituting a new paradigm
for the way we work. Programs such as the Secretary of the Navy’s Smart Work
program, Information Technology for the 21st Century (IT-21), the Revolution in
Business Affairs (RBA) and Strategic Business Plan (SBP) are but a few examples
that will help sustain our efficacy for tomorrow while making the most of the re-
sources we have today. Additionally, the Department of the Navy must continue to
capitalize on cost reduction initiatives and chart a vision for global security and eco-
nomic prosperity into the 21st Century.

This 1999 Department of the Navy Posture Statement continues with discussions
of the need for operational primacy and how we do our day-to-day mission; the Sail-
ors, Marines, and civilians at the heart of America’s naval forces; the means by
which we will gain efficiencies and flexibility for the total force; and key tech-
nologies in support of current operational concepts and future naval forces.

SHAPE—RESPOND—PREPARE: ENSURING OPERATIONAL PRIMACY

The presence of credible naval forces in critical world regions is both a key means
of furthering U.S. interests and essential to the ability of the U.S. to deal with cri-
ses. In recent years, the demand for U.S. forces has been increasingly high, yet lim-
ited manpower and other constrained resources have challenged the Department of
the Navy’s ability to satisfy all requirements without over-burdening our people and
wearing out our ships and aircraft.

We expect this situation to continue well into the next century. Thus, the peace-
time challenge to the Department of Navy is to prioritize its operational activities
to ensure that our efforts concentrate where they will do the most good without sac-
rificing crisis-response and warfighting capabilities. These priorities vary by region
and situation according to the national security interests engaged.

The National Security Strategy identifies engagement as the best means of fur-
thering security interests worldwide. Engagement occurs at many levels, but its
most visible element is the U.S. Armed Forces whose mission is to encourage peace,
promote stability, and, when necessary, defeat adversaries. It is not enough to be
supremely competent in waging war; our Armed Forces must be equally capable of
maintaining the peace.

The three fundamental elements of U.S. National Military Strategy are to shape
the international environment, to respond to the full range of crises, and to prepare
for an uncertain future. America’s naval forces execute this strategy by deploying
ships and aircraft around the globe. The closing of many foreign bases makes self-
contained and self-sustained naval forces the most recognizable component of U.S.
forward presence, demonstrating our nation’s commitment to a peaceful and more
prosperous future. A forward presence—one that visibly reassures allies and deters
adversaries—must be sustained and enhanced, since the alternatives of isolationism
and passivity historically proved far more costly. When crisis and conflict erupt, we
must be there with the ability to effectively respond.

Shaping the International Environment

Forward presence remains the cornerstone of the nation’s strategic shaping effort.
Forward deployed naval forces are tailor-made for promoting regional stability and
deterring aggression by operating in forward stations with credible power and the
means to deliver it. In addition, forward deployed naval forces are likely to be much
more cost-effective alternatives to surging forces from the continental United States.
For example, a Joint Task Force established in 1997 to conduct a full non-combatant
evacuation from Zaire cost $236 million. A similarly sized Marine Air-Ground Task
Force would have cost just over three million dollars to accomplish the same mis-
sion.
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The Sea Services’ most important shaping element is their forward deployed pos-
ture. Through exercises and port visits, the Navy and Marine Corps strengthen U.S.
ties with allies and work toward establishing new relationships and partnerships
that will foster regional stability and enhance the world economy.

U.S. naval forces also train and exercise with countries that have limited infra-
structure and a minimal ability to support large-scale military deployments. These
exercises offer other nations unique opportunities to develop a relationship with
U.S. forces. Forward deployed naval forces also provide theater commanders with
flexible, responsive task organizations that can be positioned in trouble spots for ex-
tended periods as a visible demonstration of U.S. resolve and commitment. Highly
mobile, combat-ready naval forces are not as burdened by political constraints that
often delay or disrupt the deployment of ground-based military forces. This flexi-
bility is invaluable to the nation, as it allows the National Command Authorities—
the President and his national security and military decision-makers—to act when
necessary.

Summary of Naval Exercises

The Navy and Marine Corps team significantly enhanced interoperability with al-
lies and forged new relationships with other nations in 1998. From Cape Horn to
the Sea of Japan, the Navy-Marine Corps team directly supported the U.S. inter-
national shaping strategy by engaging allies and friends, and extending the hand
of friendship around the world—while demonstrating the awesome capabilities of
the Navy and Marine Corps. Live-fire exercises with surface combatants, sub-
marines, and aircraft, as well as extensive amphibious assaults, mine warfare, and
sophisticated special operations, enable the Navy-Marine Corps team to train with
our allies the way future coalitions will fight.

Responding to the Nation’s Tasking

On average, the Navy-Marine Corps team responded to national tasking once
every three weeks in 1998. This is a five-fold increase from that experienced during
the Cold War. They were called upon to demonstrate multipurpose capabilities in
wide-ranging assignments: deep strike missions against Iraq, evacuations from Eri-
trea, humanitarian assistance in Indonesia, disaster relief in New Guinea and Cen-
tral America, and maritime interception operations (MIO) in the Arabian Gulf. Re-
peatedly, forward deployed naval forces were ready to answer the nation’s call—
sometimes alone, sometimes in concert with the other Services and those of our al-
lies and friends.

Summary of Naval Operations

U.S. naval operations in 1998 stretched across the globe and demonstrated fully
the multimission capabilities of a full-spectrum maritime force. The volatile South-
west Asia region demanded vigilance, flexibility, and ready firepower during 1998
as our naval forces shouldered the brunt of continuing operations focused on Iraq,
implementing United Nations policy against a state that remains defiant in the face
of international sanctions. Navy and Marine Corps aircraft and Tomahawk cruise
missiles launched from Navy combatants were essential instruments of national re-
solve in response to continued Iraqi violations of United Nations sanctions during
Operation Desert Fox.

In the embattled Balkan region, naval forces continued to execute operations de-
signed to uphold the fragile peace. Navy cruise missile strikes were launched
against terrorist targets in the Sudan and Afghanistan in response to the bombings
of American embassies in Kenya and Tanzania.

In a continuing effort to disrupt the flow of illegal drugs into the United States,
the Navy deployed active and reserve forces to the Caribbean and Eastern Pacific.
Working with Coast Guard and civilian law-enforcement agencies, the Navy’s ships,
submarines, and aircraft contributed to several large drug seizures. Furthermore,
Sailors and Marines served with law enforcement and military forces in drug-source
countries as tactical planners, analysts, and members of mobile training teams. In
all, Navy assets logged more than 18,000 flight hours and some 2,300 ship steaming
days in support of drug interdiction operations.

From the Mediterranean Sea and Indian Ocean, Sailors and Marines came to the
aid of victims of natural disasters in both Kenya and Italy, assisting in those coun-
tries after severe rain and mudslides ravaged several areas. Closer to home, Navy
and Marine Reservists coordinated disaster relief efforts for Hurricane Georges in
Puerto Rico and Hurricane Mitch in Central America. In addition, the Navy-Marine
Corps team answered the call for assistance after wild fires in Florida, severe floods
in Georgia, and devastating tornadoes in Pennsylvania left thousands of American
citizens in distress.
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Preparing Now for an Uncertain Future: Instituting a Transformation

The emerging security environment presents a diverse set of challenges and
threats to U.S. interests. Naval forces must be prepared to confront threats to the
nation, U.S. citizens, and America’s worldwide interests. These challenges demand
an integrated approach to security issues, involving close cooperation among mili-
tary, other government, non-government, and international organizations.

Similarly, funding contraints have focused the military’s need to use technology
and improve its tactics and business practices to become more efficient and effective.
Naval forces of the future may look decidedly different from those of today, and a
period of transformation has already begun. Rapid advances in technology require
the Navy-Marine Corps team to institute a continuous review of force structure,
operational concepts, and acquisition and maintenance of its forces and systems.

The Department of the Navy is establishing a comprehensive process to inno-
vatively improve its ability to execute both traditional and non-traditional missions.
The Navy and Marine Corps staffs, Naval War College, Strategic Studies Group,
and the Marine Corps University are conceiving forward-looking concepts on how
our naval forces can meet tomorrow’s challenges. The newly created Navy Warfare
Development Command and the Marine Corps Combat Development Command fur-
ther develop future warfare doctrine and concepts. A series of Navy Fleet Battle Ex-
periments (FBEs) and Marine Corps Advanced Warfighting Experiments (AWEs)
are used to test new doctrine, gain insights into the utility of new technologies, ex-
plore new operational capabilities, and test ideas for future application.

The first forward area FBE, FBE Delta, was conducted in conjunction with Foal
Eagle 1998, a joint and combined theater exercise. Its experiments included the
most futuristic test yet of theater combined-arms coordination. Using E-2C Hawk-
eye airborne early warning aircraft, nuclear submarines, surface combatants, Spe-
cial Operations Forces (SOF), and Air Force F-16 fighters, these experiments ad-
dressed specific theater concerns including counter-SOF, counter-fire, and Joint The-
ater Air and Missile Defense.

FBE Echo, scheduled for March-April 1999, will be coordinated with the Marine
Corps’” AWE, Urban Warrior. This experiment will further explore naval operations
in the urban environment, including naval fires (i.e., the emerging concept of netted
sensors and strike/land-attack weapons, which was previously known simply as
“strike operations”), command and control, and theater air defense. FBE Echo will
also initiate an examination of new concepts for undersea warfare to more fully deal
with asymmetric maritime threats.

Concept-based experimentation is the means to fuse new technologies with novel
operational concepts to satisfy future warfighting requirements. The Navy Warfare
Development Command’s Maritime Battle Center (MBC) and Marine Corps
Warfighting Laboratory (MCWL) have cognizance over the range of naval innova-
tion—to include tactical, operational, and organizational concepts as well as tech-
nical innovations. The laboratories’ primary purposes are to develop concepts, tac-
tics, techniques, and procedures for the application of advanced technologies that
will result in a Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA) for U.S. naval forces. The RMA
promises a dramatic change in the fundamental nature of war through a combina-
ti}tl)n of technological advances and operational, organizational, and institutional
changes.

The Marine Corps Warfighting Laboratory’s primary responsibility is to inves-
tigate concepts, tactics and technologies, and to coordinate results with other organi-
zations. To carry out this process, the MCWL has developed the Five Year Experi-
mentation Plan (FYEP). This three-phase plan is the cornerstone document for con-
cept-based experimentation and the introduction of science and technology into the
Marine Corps’ operating forces. Each phase comprises limited-objective experiments
and culminates in an AWE. The first phase, called Hunter Warrior, was completed
in March 1997 and examined the contribution that a highly capable MAGTF could
make if provided with selected conceptual and technological improvements.

Now in its second phase, Urban Warrior is projecting lessons learned from Hunter
Warrior—with additional capabilities addressing tactics, techniques, and procedures
required in a primarily urban littoral battlespace. Urban Warrior’s charter is to in-
crease the ability of naval forces to execute simultaneous, non-contiguous operations
throughout the littoral region. It will address operations in a coastal urban setting
and the surrounding battlespace, including sea-basing of its support infrastructure,
and will also focus on defense against WMD attack.

The final Urban Warrior capstone exercise will be executed by the First Marine
Expeditionary Force (I MEF) in Kernal Blitz 1999 in conjunction with Third Fleet’s
FBE Echo. Preparations for the third phase, Capable Warrior, will begin in early
1999 and will examine whether a sea-based Marine Expeditionary Force can con-
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duct maneuver throughout an extended littoral battlespace by employing sea-based
command and control, naval fires, and logistics.

As AWEs and FBEs explore new warfighting concepts, Advanced Concept Tech-
nology Demonstrations (ACTDs) explore the military utility of new and emerging
technologies. ACTDs provide naval forces with the opportunity to experiment with
new technical capabilities very early in the acquisition process and are an effective
means of rapidly fielding new capabilities at a reduced cost. Preference is given to
joint programs and is designed to involve the warfighter throughout the process.
ACTDs can provide insights into the development of doctrine and training, and can
be used to drive the acquisition process. For example, the Navy and Marine Corps
are heavily involved in the Extending the Littoral Battlespace (ELB) ACTD. As part
of Kernal Blitz 1999 and Urban Warrior, ELB ACTD intends to establish a near-
seamless C4ISR network that fully supports over-the-horizon, sea-based force projec-
tion, distributed firepower, and manuever warfare.

Total Force Operations: Navy & Marine Corps Reserve Integration

The augmentation provided by Reserve forces is a combat multiplier that provides
active duty forces with depth and flexibility. Cost-effective Reserve forces have be-
come an increasingly crucial component of the crisis-response and warfighting capa-
bilities of the naval services.

The Naval Reserve plays a significant role in virtually all major operations and
exercises. Last year, for example, Naval Reserve Force ships deployed to the West-
ern Pacific for CARAT-98, to South America for Unitas, and to the Caribbean for
several counterdrug deployments. The 1998 exercise Ulchi Focus Lens included
more than 600 Reservists, which is double the number deployed just five years ago.
Naval Reserve aircraft units also contribute to the military effort in Incirlik, Tur-
key, while supporting United Nations’ sanctions against Iraq, and are integral to
all major fleet operations. A Marine Corps security team was the first reinforcement
force to arrive in Dar Es Salaam, Tanzania, after the embassy bombing in 1998, and
was flown to the scene on board Naval Reserve aircraft.

The Naval Reserve maintains its traditional capability for wartime mobilization,
and its people are integral to war-plan staffing. Recent emphasis on peacetime sup-
port for the Fleet, however, further enhances the overall mobilization readiness of
the Naval Reserve. It also helps the Fleet by providing Personnel Tempo
(Perstempo) relief in important skill areas. To this end, Naval Reserve support to
the Fleet increased to more than two million workdays last year.

During 1998, rotations of 10 Reserve Civil Affairs Marines were continuously de-
ployed to Bosnia for Operation Joint Guard. Forty-one Reservists were activated to
support Marine Forces Pacific and I MEF in response to increased tensions over
Iraq. Some 2,000 Reserve Sailors and Marines augmented II MEF for Exercise
Strong Resolve in Norway. Marine and Navy Reservists also served alongside their
active duty counterparts in numerous other operations, exercises, and counterdrug
missions in 1998.

The Naval Reserve has embraced a Revolution in Business Affairs increasing its
flexibility to emerging missions. One example is the flexible drilling program, where
Reserve personnel are no longer tied to traditional monthly drill weekends. Instead,
they combine their drills into longer-term packages that better address Fleet sup-
port needs and Reserve training. Reservists in places like Minneapolis and Denver
are now electronically networked in order to complete time-critical work, and en-
hance their integration with active counterparts. Electronic connectivity was ex-
tended to Naval Reserve units that serve national intelligence centers as well. Addi-
tionally, a web-based information exchange system provides better Fleet access to
the civilian skills of the Naval Reserve.

The Marine Corps Reserve forces mirror their active duty counterparts and are
structured to augment and reinforce the active component as integrated units. Cou-
pled with the individual skills resident in the Reserve, this facilitates the ability of
the Reserve to support total force missions across the spectrum of engagement and
conflict—from peacekeeping and smaller-scale contingencies to major theater war.

Today more than 98 percent of Marine Corps Reserve units are assigned to active
duty forces in support of the Marine Corps’ commitment to joint operation plans.
A seamless integration of reserve elements with active duty components is essential
due to an increasing demand for military forces and an smaller overall force struc-
ture. The Marine Corps Reserve contributes approximately one-fourth of the force
structure and one-third of the trained manpower of the total Marine Corps force.
Marine Reservists also comprise all of the adversary squadrons and civil affairs
groups; one-half of the tank battalions; one-third of the artillery battalions; and one-
fourth of the reconnaissance battalions. Reserve contribution will be reviewed dur-
ing a total force structure review in 1999.
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Retention challenges in the Marine Corps Reserve are being addressed through
the Reserve Recruiting and Retention Task Force. Two important programs spon-
sored by the task force are Operation Harvest and the Reserve Career Management
Team (CMT). Operation Harvest matches Marines separating from active duty with
reserve units, while the CMT provides for reserve career management similar to the
monitoring of Active Component Marine careers. When fully functional in fiscal year
1999, CMT will provide an equitable reserve career management and professional
development program to assist Reservists in achieving a fulfilling reserve career.

SAILORS, MARINES, AND CIVILIANS: THE CORNERSTONE OF SUCCESS

America’s naval forces are combat-ready largely due to the dedication and motiva-
tion of individual Sailors, Marines, and civilians. Developing and retaining quality
people is vital to our continued success and is among the Department’s biggest chal-
lenges. Meeting these challenges is essential to long-term effectiveness. But, with
continued fiscal austerity and constrained funding, any increased investment in per-
sonnel programs will likely come at the expense of future modernization programs.
However, as it is so often said, our people are our most valuable resource. It 1s with
this in mind that we must continue to put a premium on recruiting, retaining, and
training the best people our country has to offer.

Core Values: Honor, Courage, and Commitment

The Department of the Navy’s core values of honor, courage, and commitment are
the very fabric of our naval character. It is the ethos of who we are and how we
conduct ourselves on a daily basis. From these principles we uphold the traditions
of the naval profession and shape the service’s standards for moral conduct. As
warfighters, we wield destructive power and must often act independently on the
battlefield to judge situations and show the highest caliber of moral leadership.
Therefore, it is essential that core values be an integral part of Sailors’ or Marines’
leadership training and professional development throughout their careers.

Sailors, Marines and civilians possess a strong personal commitment to these core
values and are relied upon to uphold the highest standards of professional and per-
sonal conduct. Thus, ethical awareness and adherence to core values is at the fore-
front of every decision, Department-wide.

Recruiting America’s Best and Brightest

At the end of fiscal year 1998, the Navy’s end strength was 381,502 active duty
and 94,294 reserve. Active duty and Reserve Marines numbered 173,142 and 40,842,
respectively. Department-wide civilian staffing stood at 207,782. The downsizing of
the early/mid-1990s is nearly complete, and the Department of the Navy is working
to ensure that the nation’s youth are aware of the diverse and rewarding career pos-
sibilities that naval service offers to America’s best and brightest. Naval service
stimulates and challenges young people while providing a solid foundation of “high-
tech” training, life skills, and leadership experience at a relatively early age. Al-
though the Navy and Marine Corps both met officer and enlisted recruiting goals
for their respective Reserve forces, recruiting remains a challenge for active duty
Navy forces. Increasing college attendance, historically low unemployment, and pro-
longed economic growth all combine to compete with naval recruiters for the limited
pool of qualified enlistees.

The Navy experienced a recruiting shortfall of 6,892 Sailors in fiscal year 1998.
Unfortunately, fiscal year 1999 is equally challenging with the same competitive fac-
tors. In response, we developed a strategy to address this environment and help
avoid an accession shortfall in fiscal year 1999. First, we boosted the number of re-
cruiters by 25 percent, from 3,600 in 1998, to over 4,500 by March 1999. Next, our
advertising campaign strongly emphasizes that the Navy represents a great career
opportunity. We have further empowered our recruiters by increasing recruiting in-
centives, including Enlistment Bonuses, Navy College Funds, and a series of specific
bonuses and contracts targeted to attract general detail (GENDET) Sailors. Shorter
enlistment contracts will help young people unsure whether the Navy is the right
choice for them. Likewise, we included a legislative request to increase the max-
imum enlistment bonus from $12,000 to $20,000, which should help attract enlist-
ees.

Additionally, the Navy increased the maximum allowable enlistment percentage
of non-High School diploma graduates (NHSDGs) from five percent to the DOD limit
of 10 percent earlier this year. Although a high school diploma is an important vali-
dation of ability to succeed, it is not the “be-all” or “end-all” of a potential recruit’s
measure of worth. This initiative authorizes the recruitment of up to an additional
2,600 boot camp entrants when their work experience and above average test scores
identify them as “Proven Performers” and justifies their admission. Additionally, we
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will provide highly effective training through our Personal Academic Capacity En-
hancement Program for personnel at boot camp requiring remedial instruction. We
recognize that recruits without high school diplomas have historically failed to com-
plete recruit training at a rate of about 10 percent greater than those with diplo-
mas. However, this metric is more than offset by the fact that non-diploma grad-
uates who complete boot camp have higher retention rates and perform as well or
better than their peers in the fleet.

Despite the impact of a strong civilian economy, the Marine Corps met all of its
recruiting goals in fiscal year 1998, extending an unbroken string of recruiting suc-
cess—both in quantity and quality—to 41 consecutive months. To continue to recruit
quality men and women, the Marine Corps maintains an effective and award-win-
ning advertising program. As young Americans grow less inclined toward military
service, new approaches and more resources must be applied to recruiting. To gen-
erate awareness and quality recruiting leads, and to make the Marine Corps more
attractive, the Marine Corps expanded the use of high-profile marketing opportuni-
ties. The Marine Corps is also developing an Internet-based system to bolster both
initial and follow-up recruiting effectiveness. Likewise, a CD-ROM product is under
development that gives comprehensive Military Occupational Speciality information
to help recruits make informed career decisions before departing for boot camp.

Retention

Individual Sailors and Marines are the foundation of the total force. Caring for
them and their families is central to personnel retention and the overall readiness
of the Navy-Marine Corps team. Decreasing quality of life, family separation, pay
disparities with the civilian community, lower advancement opportunity, erosion of
other benefits, and a strong civilian economy adversely affect retention of Navy and
Marine Corps personnel.

Enlisted Retention.—QOverall, enlisted first-term retention during 1998 was ap-
proximately 32 percent for the Navy, which is about 6 percent below the retention
level to support a steady-state Navy force level. Overall enlisted first-term retention
for the Marine Corps was 21.86 percent, which is the minimum rate to sustain the
Marine Corps force structure. A combination of initiatives, such as increasing the
Selective Reenlistment Bonus (SRB) from $45,000 to $60,000, should boost retention
figures. The Navy’s ongoing commitment to fund the personnel account adequately
addresses lingering concerns about timely permanent change-of-station moves,
bonus payments, and advancement opportunities. In addition, the Chief of Naval
Operations’ initiative to reduce the inter-deployment personnel tempo will give Sail-
ors more time at home. Despite these efforts, an across-the-board increase of mili-
tary compensation is needed to stem the tide of declining accessions and insufficient
retention.

Other initiatives to enhance personnel compensation were included in the Fiscal
Year 1998 National Defense Authorization Act. Housing allowance reform, to be
phased in over six years, will first stabilize and then reduce the percentage of hous-
ing costs absorbed by individual Sailors and Marines. Subsistence allowance reform
will correct pay inequities among enlisted people and will tie increases in this allow-
ance to a credible food-cost index. The Department enhanced family separation pay,
hazardous duty pay, and overseas tour extension bonuses to alleviate hardship situ-
ations. In order to offer our quality people a competitive standard of living, however,
the Department needs strong and continuing support from the Congress for signifi-
cant increases in military compensation.

To complement these financial initiatives, the Department of the Navy is placing
a greater emphasis on the way we work. For example, the Department is developing
a new Smart Work program to provide our Sailors and Marines with the best tools
and equipment possible, which will help reduce the number of hours our enlisted
personnel work while increasing the quality of their work. Some examples include:
developing and procuring a new type of watertight door that will replace the high-
maintenance type that consumes significant maintenance man-hours; acquiring
“top-of-the-shelf” basic equipment that will make scraping and painting less burden-
some; and Developing paint for the fleet that is more resistant to deterioration and
yet does not affect the environment, to help reduce maintenance burdens and im-
prove working conditions.

Officer Retention.—During the past few years, reduced force levels partially offset
the adverse impact of Navy officer community shortages, which were exacerbated
by high-tempo operations. While the Marine Corps is meeting its end strength re-
quirements and will for the foreseeable future, retention in aviation specialties is
a concern. Unfortunately, our armed forces are nearing their lower end-strength
goals, at a time when the robust civilian market offers strong employment alter-
natives to Sailors and Marines. Inadequate retention only increases the personal
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sacrifices demanded of our remaining officers, as sea tours are lengthened due to
operational requirements and commitments. Positive changes are needed imme-
diately to help stem the loss of highly skilled and motivated people before current
readiness is more adversely affected. Retention must be improved to meet officer
manning requirements particularly in Navy and Marine Corps aviation, nuclear
power, surface warfare, and special warfare.

Aviation.—Navy Pilot retention decreased to 39 percent in fiscal year 1997 and
further declined to 32 percent in fiscal year 1998. This trend is expected to continue
for the foreseeable future, and pilot retention already falls short of the 35 percent
aggregate level required to fill critical department head and flight leader positions.
Naval Flight Officer retention is also declining, with aggregate retention in early
1999 at the minimally acceptable level of 38 percent. While continuation of these
mid-level officers represents our greatest retention challenge, there was also an in-
crease in resignations of more senior aviators, particularly due to intense competi-
tion from private industry. The Marine Corps is also experiencing aviation retention
challenges, especially for fixed-wing aviators. The Navy is developing compensation
proposals to address Service-specific retention shortfalls and regain the high ground
in the retention battle. Relief from current Title 37 legislative constraints will en-
able us to continue developing new compensation programs and more efficiently
apply limited resources where and when they are needed. Aviation Career Continu-
ation Pay (ACCP) is one such initiative that would mark a departure from the un-
successful retention programs of the past. Tied directly to force structure, ACCP
would meet the retention challenge at every critical point throughout an aviation
career by rewarding aviators for superior performance and increased responsibility.

Nuclear Power.—The success of the Naval Nuclear Propulsion program is a direct
result of quality people, rigorous selection and training, and high standards. Fiscal
year 1998 retention for submarine officers was 27 percent and 21 percent for nu-
clear-trained surface warfare officers, which is currently adequate because of our
post-Cold War downsizing. However, nuclear officer accessions and retention remain
below the required level to sustain the future force structure. Retention rates must
improve to 38 percent for submarine officers and 24 percent for nuclear-trained sur-
face warfare officers by fiscal year 2001 to meet steady-state manning requirements.
In its present form, the Nuclear Officer Incentive Pay program remains the surest
and most cost-effective means of meeting current and future manning requirements.
The authorization requested to extend the program and increased pay limitations
provides the Department of the Navy with sufficient program flexibility to address
current and future retention challenges.

Surface Warfare.—Despite a large reduction in the number of ships since the Cold
War “high water mark” in the mid-1980s, the Surface Warfare Officer (SWO) com-
munity is experiencing difficulty retaining enough senior lieutenants and junior
lieutenant commanders to meet department head requirements. Current retention
in the SWO community is 25 percent against a manning retention requirement of
38 percent. To reverse the SWO retention trend, Navy leadership is addressing wa-
terfront quality-of-life concerns and has proposed Surface Warfare Officer Continu-
ation Pay (SWOCP). This initiative would pay surface warfare-qualified officers up
to $50,000 to remain in the community through their tenth year of commissioned
service.

Special Warfare—Historically, officer retention in Naval Special Warfare (NSW,
commonly referred to as SEALs—for Sea, Air, Land forces) was among the highest
in the Navy. Since 1996, however, the annual number of resignations has risen dra-
matically. The SEAL retention rate at the critical seven-year point has fallen to 58.2
percent from historical levels of greater than 80 percent. The Navy is attempting
to address SEAL junior officer retention problems in several ways including pro-
posed increased incentives. These incentives include a proposal for NSW officer con-
tinuation pay—targeting officers with 6-14 years of service—and proposed legisla-
tive relief from the restriction on drawing more than one Hazardous Duty Incentive
Pay. Additionally, the Naval Special Warfare leadership is conducting a thorough
evaluation of its organization in an effort to reduce personnel tempo, improve job
satisfaction, develop a mentoring program, and expand postgraduate education op-
portunities.

A Comprehensive, Competitive Military Compensation Strategy

Navy leadership is fully cognizant that we need a multi-faceted approach to be
successful in improving personnel readiness. While there is no one remedy to this
complex problem, a boost to military compensation is fundamental to a long-range
solution.

Therefore, we strongly endorse the DOD compensation triad (basic pay increase
of 4.4 percent in fiscal year 2000 and 3.9 percent each year through fiscal year 2005,
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pay table reform to recognize and reward performance, and repeal of the Military
Retirement Reform Act of 1986 (Redux)) as an excellent step toward addressing pay
gap and compensation concerns.

While the compensation triad will begin to address our recruiting and retention
concerns, it will not ensure adequate retention in many of our undermanned, highly
skilled warfare specialties. Historically, targeted bonuses have proven highly effec-
tive and very cost efficient in attacking these retention problem areas. This year,
we plan to make greater use of this proven strategy. As discussed in the section on
Recruiting and Retention, our Fiscal Year 2000 Authorization Act request seeks con-
gressional support for several special and pay incentives and bonuses to deal with
key personnel problem areas.

Long-term savings and financial security for our Sailors and Marines can help im-
prove recruiting and retention. Therefore, in addition to the DOD compensation
triad, we believe that a 401K-type payroll savings plan would pay significant divi-
dends in providing our Sailors and Marines an uncomplicated, low initial invest-
ment means of establishing financial security. An important program that supports
these goals is the Uniformed Services Payroll Savings Plan (USPSP), a tax-deferred
long-term savings program that would authorize service members to contribute up
to 5 percent of basic pay with no government matching funds. It would be managed
by the Federal Thrift Investment Board (FTIB), which already oversees the Civil
Service Thrift Savings Plan, who would be charged with professional oversight and
participant education for the Navy and Marine Corps.

Strongly supported by the Department of the Navy, the establishment of USPSP
would be a significant step in addressing continuing congressional concerns that
young men and women joining the Services have inadequate knowledge and under-
standing of the skills required for personal financial management and fiscal respon-
sibility. While the Department has implemented personal financial management
programs that provide excellent access to information for managing a Sailor’s or Ma-
rine’s financial future, these programs are only a first step and should be com-
plemented by a Defense Department-sponsored savings plan.

Equal Opportunity / Diversity.—The Department of the Navy remains committed
to development of Navy and Marine Corps forces that reflect the demographics of
American society. Both Services traditionally emphasize accessions to diversify the
military population. Last year some modest gains were made in minority recruit-
ment. The services also have increased efforts to retain minorities. Mentoring pro-
grams are also being developed for the benefit of all Sailors and Marines. In addi-
tion, a cadre of naval leaders is being assigned to a Standing Committee for Minor-
ity Affairs to provide experience and guidance on issues of diversity and equal op-
portunity.

Quality of Life.—The availability of effective Quality of Life (QoL) programs and
services offer Sailors and Marines peace of mind no matter where they are stationed
or deployed, and contribute greatly to retention and readiness. The four major goals
for QoL include adequate and fair compensation, appropriate bachelor and family
housing, access to high-quality health care, and effective programs for community
and family support.

The Department of the Navy has established QoL Master Plans to provide stand-
ards for QoL programs and services. Through this effort, the Department provides
an array of programs that are an essential component of the career benefits pack-
age. Many of these QoL programs cultivate and reinforce Department of Navy core
values, while others provide vital community support services. Of special note is a
$77 million increase in the Voluntary Education (VOLED) program throughout the
Fiscal Year 2000 Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP). Recent studies show a strong
relationship between the use of VOLED and increased retention. Additionally,
LIFELines, a revolutionary, web-based approach to QoL support services education
and delivery, was inaugurated in early 1999 to provide more effective access to
these services.

In the execution of its QoL Master Plan, the Marine Corps has revolutionized its
approach to the delivery of critical QoL programs by merging Morale, Welfare and
Recreation (MWR) and Human Resources (HR) programs into the Personal and
Family Readiness Division. The Personal and Family Readiness model creates a
strong advocacy voice for quality of life and establishes a proactive, prevention-
based focus. The “One Corps, One Standard” goal is accomplished by a variety of
initiatives that address the family, youth activities, and physical fitness. A premier
example of a prevention-oriented program is Semper Fit, which promotes the per-
sonal readiness of Marines and healthy lifestyles in families by offering a team of
fitness, medical, and education counselors.

Housing—Ensuring that America’s Sailors, Marines, and their families are ade-
quately housed in the local community or in military housing is a top QoL issue.
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New initiatives are underway in housing allowance reform, family housing, and
bachelor housing. The newly implemented Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH) sys-
tem, which is to be phased in over a six-year time frame, will provide allowances
that more closely match the actual housing costs of the service member.

In addition, the Department will use Public Private Venture (PPV) initiatives to
meet its future housing needs. The Navy is implementing plans to privatize housing
at 16 different locations that target more than 29,000 family housing units. In a
similar fashion, the Marine Corps is pursuing privatization at nine locations that
include more than 8,000 family housing units.

PPVs have become the first choice to accomplish whole-house revitalization or re-
placement of existing homes. Effective use of PPVs allows the Department to in-
crease the number and improve the quality of housing. In areas where analysis of
economic, quality, and market factors demonstrate that a PPV is not feasible, more
traditional means of meeting our requirements are employed. Privatization allows
the Services to enter business agreements with the private sector to revitalize or
replace existing housing, build new units to meet the additional needs of the Serv-
ice, and maintain the inventory.

The Department is similarly committed to improving the Quality of Life for our
single Sailors and Marines through the elimination of inadequate barracks and the
achievement of a higher standard of living. As currently programmed, the Navy will
eliminate all community restrooms by fiscal year 2008 and attain a seven-year re-
placement cycle for all barracks furnishings by fiscal year 2003. The Marine Corps
will completely replace inadequate barracks by fiscal year 2005, eliminate all bar-
racks maintenance and repair backlogs by fiscal year 2004 and reach a seven-year
replacement cycle for barracks furnishings by fiscal year 2002.

Safety

Protecting the lives of Sailors and Marines and preserving valuable material as-
sets are critical benchmarks in ensuring that America’s naval forces remain oper-
ationally ready to meet their daunting global commitments.

One of the major innovations developed and adopted by the Navy and Marine
Corps is the Human Factors Analysis and Classification System (HFACS). Recog-
nizing that human error continues to be the leading cause of accidents, this analyt-
ical process provides the first step in the Operational Risk Management (ORM)
process—hazard identification. This new process of analysis better focuses interven-
tion strategies at the root causes, and is designed to help Sailors and Marines iden-
tify and eliminate or reduce these risks.

The Chief of Naval Operations and the Commandant of the Marine Corps con-
tinue to move forward with ORM at all levels. The Naval Safety Center has con-
ducted eight organizational level “Train the Trainer” courses and developed a new
ORM training course for fleet staffs. The Navy has also incorporated ORM into the
Leadership Training Continuum. ORM is used by the Fleet to throughout the Inter-
Deployment Training Cycle (IDTC) identify and quantify risk and create more dedi-
cated unit-training time. Continued emphasis by leaders at all levels throughout the
Navy and Marine Corps has made safety awareness part of the Department’s cul-
ture. Another significant risk-management tool entered the Fleet Marine Forces in
April 1998, when the computer-based Squadron Assistance/Risk Assessment (SARA)
software program was fielded for every Marine Corps squadron. SARA is a unit-
level risk management and flight-scheduling tool, designed to assist military avia-
tion organizations in conducting daily activities. SARA facilitates daily scheduling,
accumulates unit data, and analyzes aircrew risk factors based on aircrew qualifica-
tions. In July 1998, the Joint Service Safety Chiefs endorsed SARA and rec-
ommended funding for continued development, product support, and possible use of

SARA by all U.S. Armed Services.

Medical

Navy Medicine is committed to delivering world-class health care to the Navy-Ma-
rine Corps team, its retirees, and their families. Operational medical units, such as
hospital ships and fleet hospitals, are capable of providing state-of-the-art health
services throughout the world. On a smaller scale, a lighter and more flexible rapid
response capability is being developed. Lastly, preventive medicine—health edu-
cation, reducing injuries, encouraging healthy lifestyles—has been given priority be-
cause it is key to sustaining a fit and healthy fighting force.

TRICARE.—The foundation of our health care system is TRICARE—Department
of Defense’s triple option managed health care program. In regions where TRICARE
was established early and is now mature, it improved access and uniformity of bene-
fits while ensuring a high level of medical readiness. In regions where TRICARE
has only recently started up, there have been some growing pains. Because
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TRICARE introduced some fundamental changes in how beneficiaries receive care,
the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Services continue to address problem
areas in implementing the program. The Department of the Navy is committed to
making TRICARE work and will work to ensure that its beneficiaries continue to
receive the finest health care possible.

Retiree Medical Care.—Another important focus for the Department is improving
access to medical care for Medicare-eligible beneficiaries. The TRICARE Senior
Prime demonstration project, now being implemented at the San Diego Naval Med-
ical Center, offers some encouraging opportunities for improved health care for retir-
ees. Other promising methods to mitigate the loss of medical benefits for retired
members and their families at age 65 are under evaluation.

Medical Innovation.—Navy clinicians and researchers are leveraging technology
advances and developing processes to improve medical care. In addition, telemedi-
cine is now being used to provide better access to specialized treatments for both
patients and providers. The use of telemedicine provides operational and remote
units a medical force-multiplier by keeping Sailors and Marines on station, while
maintaining direct contact with designated specialists. The Navy is also stream-
lining medical operations by working closely with the other Services and the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs to integrate health care services better and avoid duplica-
tion.

The Department is working with the Department of Defense to establish the Fed-
eral Employees Health Benefits Program (FEHBP) to provide medical care for up
to 66,000 retired service members and their dependents. The demonstration pro-
gram will be offered at naval hospitals in Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico, and Camp
Pendleton, California, starting January 1, 2000. DOD is planning two additional
demonstration programs, the TRICARE Senior Supplement program and an ex-
panded pharmacy benefits program for Medicare-eligible persons over age 65 (mail
grder pharmacy benefit), as mandated by the Fiscal Year 1999 DOD Authorization

ct.

Moreover, the Navy’s research programs are internationally recognized as being
at the forefront of DNA vaccine technology, immunobiology, and hearing conserva-
tion. The Navy will continue its medical research initiatives for the benefit of our
personnel, and make results of our research available to citizens everywhere.

Revolution in Training: Educating Today’s Force for Tomorrow

The Department needs a potent Navy-Marine Corps team capable of responding
to increasingly diverse and sophisticated operating environments. Tomorrow’s force
must adapt to decentralized operations, smaller crews, increasingly sophisticated
and lethal weapon systems, expectations of precise execution, proliferation of asym-
metric threats, and unpredictable environments. Satisfying these needs demands a
highly trained, broadly educated, and exceedingly proficient core of individuals
molded into cohesive teams to perform a wide variety of missions. Intensive training
%nd education are central to the continuing success of our naval forces into the 21st

entury.

The Naval Services are committed to training that emulates the operational envi-
ronment and instills the warrior’s ethos of sacrifice, endurance, teamwork, and dedi-
cation. In this regard, the Department of the Navy is instituting fundamental
changes to the way we train by focusing on the following objectives: reducing the
infrastructure cost of training and education; increasing personnel readiness; im-
proving quality of life by increasing time in homeport; and making training an ongo-
ing priority for every Sailor and Marine. The current training infrastructure is being
modernized and made more efficient to take advantage of a host of new tech-
nologies. Investments in training technologies, focused curricula, modeling and sim-
ulation, and a shift toward increased training in an operational setting will better
support the preparation of today’s Sailor and Marine. The net results will be an en-
hanced ability to teach a broad foundation of knowledge, an increased speed of
learning, an improved realism of training scenarios, access to special situational
knowledge, and a focused remediation in order to minimize attrition.

The Department also recognizes that the demands of the 21st Century will chal-
lenge their training continuum. Accordingly, the Service has embarked on a new
Training Modernization Initiative that will provide our operating forces with trained
Marines in a shorter period of time than the current training pipeline. The primary
focus of the Training Modernization Initiative is to identify core competencies that
contribute to mission accomplishment for each Military Occupational Specialty
(MOS). We will then infuse technology into institutional training for core com-
petencies and provide the proper mix of distance and resident learning for core plus
competencies. The Department’s plan is to reduce the length of formal institutional
training, teach more courses per year, and provide training to Sailors and Marines
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when and where required. Constrained resources require leveraging live training op-
portunities, while remaining within operational and personnel tempo constraints.
Limited range and training areas, reduced steaming days and flight hours, environ-
mental restrictions, and constrained budgets restrict operational training opportuni-
ties. The importance of “Train Hard, Train Fast, Train Often, Train First” cannot
be overemphasized, especially as the Navy-Marine Corps team will continue to be
the “force-of-choice” for forward presence, peacetime engagement, crisis response,
and many of the conflicts that are sure to come in the future.

Critical to overcoming some of these constraints are some simulation initiatives.
Although not a complete solution, simulation offers a way to overcome many of
these obstacles and use technological advances to present more realistic training.
Combining simulation with live training opportunities overcomes range and target
limitations, enhances the realism of the training scenario, improves after-action re-
view and objective evaluation, and supports tactical decision making and mission re-
hearsal/planning. The Navy and Marine Corps will continue to develop modeling
and simulation capabilities to enhance operational training at home and on deploy-
ment.

Basic Training.—Initial training for officer and enlisted personnel must prepare
them to handle increasingly diverse operational environments—from Arctic and
desert wastes to urban “canyons” and labyrinths. Decentralized operations, increas-
ing weapons lethality, asymmetric threats, and complex and varied environments
require innovative and resourceful individuals capable of making timely, effective
decisions under pressure. The focus on building strong foundations in character, in-
tegrity, and leadership during recruit training and initial officer training lies at the
heart of a career-long continuum of education. The updated Battle Stations in Navy
recruit training and The Crucible in Marine Corps recruit training are dedicated to
instilling a common set of core values, overcoming mental and physical challenges,
and fostering unit cohesion and teamwork. Battle Stations and the Crucible were
specifically designed to provide a defining moment in the transformation of young
men and women into Sailors and Marines.

The Navy and Marine Corps design basic training to best meet the needs of their
respective operational environments and missions. The Navy conducts basic training
in a gender-integrated manner, while the Marine Corps is gender-segregated. The
Department of the Navy believes strongly that each Service should retain the flexi-
bility to structure its training to satisfy the specific and sometimes unique needs
of that Service.

Advanced Military Education.—Integration of Professional Military Education
(PME) and leadership training with tactical and strategic warfare education
throughout a naval officer’s career is essential in meeting the Department of the
Navy’s mission. Providing advanced education opportunities for Navy and Marine
Corps officers is critically important as the Services transition to more complex net-
work centric warfare and operational maneuver doctrines and supporting tactics,
techniques, and procedures. Education in strategic, operational, and tactical levels
of warfare is being strengthened to prepare officers to integrate their understanding
of the wide range of 21st Century naval warfare. Expansion of off-campus profes-
sional military education opportunities, development of distributive learning options
for graduate education, and modernization of advanced education labs and libraries
increase flexibility in critical education areas for tomorrow’s leaders. Implementa-
tion of the new Operational Planner course at the Naval War College highlights the
Navy’s commitment to producing astute tacticians and leaders.

Furthermore, the Navy has implemented its Foreign Area Officer (FAO) program,
which combines formal education with overseas assignments in an effort to develop
a cadre of regional experts. These area specialists are essential to furthering the na-
tion’s engagement strategy.

The Marine Corps Total Force Distance Learning program is forging a worldwide
network of satellite campuses to make continuing education accessible for everyone.
The Marine Corps University (MCU) improved its approach to PME through dis-
tance learning by establishing the College of Continuing Education (CCE) in 1997.
Employing the higher education resources of the MCU, the CCE improves tradi-
tional correspondence-based distance education programs in conjunction with the
Marine Corps Institute, while leveraging multimedia technology, such as the Marine
Corps Satellite Education Network, to improve course delivery. In addition, the Ma-
rine Corps makes extensive use of programs like the MAGTF Staff Planning Pro-
gram (MSTP). MSTP is an instuctor and evaluation cell that travels to respective
Division-equivalent and above commands to train and educate commanders and
their staffs in operational planning and execution.
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Managing our Civilian Workforce

Civilians make up about one-third of the Department’s people and are essential
members of the Navy-Marine Corps team. Recent efforts to train and maintain a
pool of well-qualified employees include better training opportunities for junior em-
ployees and new civilian performance appraisals that emphasize incentive awards.
The Department also has hosted a series of successful civilian recruitment programs
throughout the country, which brought Navy and Marine Corps activities together
with civilian college students. In addition, the Department sponsored special engi-
neering and science residential programs, to expose outstanding high school and col-
lege students to Navy and Marine Corps technical missions and functions.

There is growing concern about the impact that such issues as Base Operating
Support regionalization, claimant consolidation, and outsourcing will have on the ci-
vilian workforce. A generally shrinking workforce does not generate enough new
people to replace the Department’s aging scientists, engineers, and senior managers.
Without careful management of retirements and hirings, significant gaps in experi-
ence can occur. Accordingly, we have sharpened our focus on succession planning
to ensure that the necessary civilian expertise is available for continuity, consist-
ency, and strategic support.

Civilian Leadership Development Program.—The Department of the Navy’s Civil-
ian Leadership Development Initiative provides opportunities for employees to en-
hance their competitiveness for higher level positions. Several civilian leadership
and management programs including the Defense Leadership and Management Pro-
gram, the Senior Executive Fellows Program (SEF) at the John F. Kennedy School
of Government, and the Department of the Navy’s Brookings Institute course, pro-
vide significant opportunities for development. The curriculum in each of these pro-
grams include rigorous graduate-level coursework, rotational assignments, and Pro-
fessional Military Education (PME). The long-term goal is to sharpen civilian leader-
ship skills, increase experience levels, and enhance understanding of the missions
of the Departments of Defense and Navy.

GAINING EFFICIENCIES AND FLEXIBILITY FOR THE TOTAL FORCE

From 1988 to 1998, the Department of the Navy’s Total Obligation Authority
(TOA) decreased by 40 percent in constant 1998 dollars. Coincident with this de-
crease was a marked increase in forward-presence and contingency operations. In
fact, owing to the unique capabilities naval forces bring to a turbulent post-Cold
War world, the peacetime Navy-Marine Corps team has never been busier.

Today, our deployed naval forces maintain a high level of readiness in part by
shifting resources from non-deployed forces. Therefore, previous declines in funding
coupled with increases in operational tempo, resulted in impacts on personnel reten-
tion, maintenance backlogs, recapitalization, and modernization which were dis-
proportionate. The resulting effect is most apparent and acute in non-deployed read-
iness, which affects those forces that are not on deployment or are scheduled to de-
part in the near term.

The Readiness Challenge

This chart shows the readiness “bath tub” effect (readiness versus time) and illus-
trates the difficulty non-deployed forces experience as they pass through the Inter-
Deployment Training Cycle (IDTC). While this chart depicts only carrier air wing
readiness, similar trends are seen among non-deployed ships and submarines. These
are precisely the forces that would have to surge in the event of a major theater
war. The deeper the “bathtub” becomes, the greater the risk to our ability to re-
spond with combat-ready follow-on forces. Clearly, the slope that IDTC units must
climb to attain the necessary levels of readiness by deployment is getting steeper.
This accelerated activity greatly affects quality of life and fleet morale. To make up
for resource shortfalls, our Sailors work harder and longer to compensate. Not only
does this prevent them from spending the needed and well-deserved time with their
families, it also stresses them both mentally and physically at a time where they
should be focused on preparing for deployment.

Similarly, the Marine Corps’ high operational tempo comes at the expense of not
investing in modernization, infrastructure, and quality of life accounts. For example,
sustaining today’s readiness requires sacrificing more training time for extensive
maintenance hours, in essence mortgaging tomorrow’s Marine Corps to sustain cur-
rent readiness. The Marine Corps’ unfunded Backlog of Maintenance And Repair
(BMAR) leveled off at $700 million. While we have finally peaked, we are not
achieving the goal of reducing the backlog by fiscal year 2010. Reversing this trend
requires approximately $500 million per year, approximately $125 million per year
above current funding levels. Additionally, Marine Corps aviation assets saw a 49
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percent rise in average cost per flight hour during the last three fiscal years. The
Marine Corps must keep its “eyes on the prize” of 21st Century warfighting capa-
bility and resist the demand to invest limited resources into the maintenance of
equipment and weapons systems beyond their designed service life. This will require
investing in advanced technology and reducing total cost of ownership of new equip-
ment.

For these reasons, the fiscal year 2000 budget requests increased funding for
Navy and Marine Corps readiness and modernization. Over the next six years, the
request would provide nearly $4 billion to purchase spare parts, increase equipment
and property maintenance, address manning and training concerns, and increase
procurement of new Marine Corps equipment. Funding of this request would be an
initial step toward reversing the downward trend in readiness and easing the strain
on our forces.

Improving Our Business Processes

One area in which substantial savings may be achieved is in making the Depart-
ment’s support infrastructure—its business side—more efficient. A major challenge
for the Department of the Navy is determining how to transform the way it con-
ducts business in order to achieve the efficiencies and effectiveness of the commer-
cial sector.

In late 1997, the Secretary of Defense announced a sweeping program called the
Defense Reform Initiative (DRI) to reform the business side of the Department of
Defense. Secretary Cohen noted that, “to carry out our defense strategy into the
21st Century with military forces able to meet the challenges of the new era, there
is no alternative to achieving fundamental reform in how the Defense Department
conducts business.” Following the Secretary’s leadership, the Department of the
Navy initiated its Revolution in Business Affairs (RBA) process in early 1998.

U.S. industry gained a competitive advantage over its overseas competitors in the
1980s and 1990s by being faster to market, quicker to change, less constrained by
needless regulation, and more innovative in applying technology.

In the same manner, the Department’s business vision is to efficiently and effec-
tively design, acquire, and support the world’s premier operational naval forces. Our
vision must ensure Department of the Navy business practices mirror the best ex-
amples in public and commercial enterprises. By taking advantage of the RBA, the
Navy and Marine Corps team will become a more combat-effective and cost-efficient
force postured for the 21st Century.

Although the Navy and Marine Corps are the world’s premier naval forces, busi-
ness processes supporting our forces are not as efficient and effective as the best
public and private practices. As noted by Secretary Cohen in his Defense Reform
Initiative Report, “DOD has labored under support systems and business practices
that are at least a generation out of step with modern corporate America. DOD sup-
port systems and practices that were once state-of-the-art are now antiquated com-
pared with the systems and practices in the corporate world, while other systems
were developed in their own defense-unique culture and have never corresponded
with the best practices of the private sector.”

This is unacceptable, particularly since the demands on our operational forces
have increased while our resources have declined. Our people have already taken
extraordinary measures to save resources by reducing force structure and infra-
structure, including more than 350 initiatives to improve our existing business sys-
tems and support to our forces. We are also working closely with the Defense Man-
agement Council (DMC), established to serve as the Secretary of Defense’s Board
of Directors to oversee the Defense Reform Initiative process. Official tasking is ac-
complished in Defense Reform Initiative Directives (DRIDs). There are over 45
DRIDs that include initiatives for competitive sourcing, utility privatization and
paperless contracting and acquisition.

These initiatives are a key part of the Department of the Navy’s business reform
process. For example, DRID 20 is a review of inherently governmental functions
providing an initial step towards increased outsourcing/privatization. DRID 46 di-
rects paperless contracting DOD-wide by January 1, 2000. As per DRID 49, the
Services will carry out the privatization of utility systems by January 1, 2003.

In conjunction with DRIDs, the Department of the Navy is charting a new course
and making new rules. We are developing a Department of the Navy Strategic Busi-
ness Plan (SBP) as a first step in organizing and managing how the Department
meets its business obligations to the operational naval forces. This document will
provide a strategic plan to transform naval business processes and infrastructure
to better support the naval forces of the 21st century.

The SBP will outline the Department of the Navy’s overall business strategy and
provide a common focus to guide transformational change in naval business affairs.
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It will also describe a plan for accomplishing Title 10 business responsibilities and
serve as a focus and guide to our efforts toward our key strategic goals. Our over-
arching goal is to foster the continued conceptual, technological, and operational su-
periority of our naval forces.

Innovative business practices can be implemented at all levels in the Department.
We will evaluate our business processes, keeping those that serve us well, and
adapting the best practices of commercial or public enterprises to meet our other
needs. As our efforts mature and systemic innovations are identified, initiatives will
be prioritized and integrated to enhance our use of time and other resources. We
want our business systems as agile, fast, and net-centric as our warfighting is now.
We must do this to enable recapitalization and modernization of our forces. While
there is much to do, progress has already been made. In the fall of 1998, we com-
menced business reform initiatives in areas of recruiting, retention, training and as-
signment of personnel; commercial business practices; and housing. Working groups
comprising representatives from the Fleets, Navy and Marine Corps Headquarters,
and field commands began the change process. The reform initiatives these groups
have grappled with are very much in support of the Revolution in Business Affairs
articulated in the Department of Defense Reform Initiative. These initiatives will
produce change that, although iterative, will fundamentally revolutionize our busi-
ness processes over the long-term.

Key to achieving business process re-engineering is the Information Technology
for the 21st Century (IT-21) initiative. Many of the challenges the Navy and Marine
Corps face today are driven by revolutionary changes in technology. In order to meet
these challenges and to lead change, the Department of the Navy must invest in
both the IT-21 infrastructure and in building connectivity. Only then will the Navy
and Marine Corps be able to fully leverage technology to achieve the needed revolu-
tion in business processes. Information Technology is the critical enabler for the De-
partment to reap the benefits of process improvement. Building a world-class cor-
porate intranet is the next step in the Navy’s commitment to IT-21. The corporate
intranet will do for the Navy business manager ashore what IT-21 is doing for the
warfighter afloat. The goal i1s to connect all commands/units in a common informa-
tion environment by building the critical infrastructure, organizing data, and
achieving process and cultural change. This will enable the sharing of information,
eliminate redundancy, achieve near-seamless connectivity between afloat and ashore
units, improve quality and pride in the workplace, and ultimately, enable the De-
partment to become a world-class business.

Research and Development

Science and technology are the fuel for naval warfare innovation. This year’s tech-
nology demonstrations will identify tomorrow’s options. Today’s R&D programs—fo-
cused on affordability and warfighting superiority—are the basis for the technology
successes of the future.

Basic Research Programs.—The Navy’s basic research programs are the basis for
the technology successes of the future. Basic research is much like seed capital. For
example, research initiated at the Naval Research Laboratory in the 1960s led to
the Global Positioning System, which proved its worth in Desert Storm and is argu-
ably the most important navigation tool since the advent of the sextant and chro-
nometer. Current basic research initiatives include:

—DMolecular trapping research at ultra-cold temperatures that could pave the way
to a molecule laser for ultra high-precision spectroscopy and chemical sensors.
The molecule laser may also allow precision probing of surfaces for better circuit
patterns on silicon wafers (chips) and for studying metallic alloys for improved
materials to increase weapon system accuracy and reliability. In addition, trap-
ping cold molecules may improve atomic clocks, enhancing the accuracy of the
Global Positioning System.

—Autonomous Oceanographic Sampling Network (AOSN) is a sensor network of
inexpensive, autonomous underwater vehicles to survey the marine environ-
ment and relay real-time data to warfighters. The AOSN oceanographic and
bottom-mapping capability has major implications for improved anti-submarine
warfare and in-stride mine countermeasures. AOSN also offers mobile under-
water communications and versatile sensor payloads.

—Hearing Loss Rescue is a new medical procedure pioneered by Navy doctors
that can prevent and restore hearing loss caused by sudden, loud, high-impact
noises, or hearing loss suffered over time in noise-hazardous environments. This
procedure will reduce lost work time related to hearing degradation and save
millions in medical care costs each year.

The Marine Corps is the executive agent for the DOD Non-Lethal Weapons (NLW)

program and is participating in seven joint non-lethal weapons efforts to augment
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the capabilities already fielded. These programs are divided into four categories: (1)
personnel protectors (e.g., face and riot shields); (2) personnel “effectors” (e.g. sting
grenades, pepper sprays, and incapacitating rounds); (3) mission enhancers (combat
optics spotlights and caltrops designed to facilitate target identification and crowd
control); and (4) training devices (e.g. training suits, batons, and inert pepper
sprays). These basic research programs, delivered throughout the FYDP, dem-
onstrate a clear Service commitment to this program that offers important new ca-
pabilities across the spectrum of conflict, particularly in urban environments.

Applied Research and Technology Demonstrations.—These demonstrations are of

more mature technology that may be fielded within a few years. For example, three
systems being installed in the Virginia class attack submarine were developed
through applied research: the Light Weight Wide Aperture Array, the High Fre-
quency Chin Array, and the advanced propulsor. Other examples of fiscal year 1998
successes include:

—The Joint Countermine demonstration addresses alternatives for combating
both mine threats and obstacle barrier systems while operating in the
littorals—from shallow water through the surf zone. Efforts continue to improve
mine detection, classification, data dissemination, breaching, marking, and
clearing capabilities.

—The DNA vaccine demonstration successfully completed the first Federal Drug
Administration-approved human trials for malaria and produced the first suc-
cessful eradication of Stage 1 malaria infection.

—The Reconnaissance, Surveillance, and Targeting Vehicle advanced technology
demonstration program is a joint effort between the Marine Corps and the De-
fense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) to evaluate light combat
land vehicles. It includes design, fabrication, and demonstration of two proto-
type tactical vehicles capable of being transported inside the MV—-22 Osprey tilt-
rotor aircraft. The design also incorporates hybrid electric propulsion, integrated
survivability, improved mobility, and modular design for mission tailoring.

Affordability is key to recapitalizing force structure. Affordability efforts imbedded

in current science and technology programs include:

—Power Electronic Building Blocks (PEBBs). PEBBs may lead the second elec-
tronic revolution. This new approach to power-handling promises new effi-
ciencies and phenomenal power densities at reduced costs and production time.
A PEBB will replace complex power circuits with a single device containing a
multifunction controller. This will reduce design and development costs for com-
plex power circuits and simplify the development and design of large electric
power systems. PEBBs incorporate sensor-driven and software-controlled solid
state power controllers and high-frequency megawatt power devices. These
could be the foundation for a future “all-electric Navy,” and could support multi-
platform (submarine, surface ship, aircraft) applications for advanced propulsion
systems, sensors, passive armor, and weapons.

—The Advanced Lightweight Influence Sweep System lays the groundwork for a
rapid mine clearance capability in shallow water. The system uses new tech-
nologies for superconducting magnets and spark-gap acoustic arrays. This pro-
gram is merging with the Shallow Water Influence Mine Sweep program to de-
velop a highly effective acoustic and magnetic influence sweep capability.

—The Advanced Enclosed Mast/Sensor encloses major antennas and other sen-
sitive equipment to protect them from the weather. This not only reduces main-
tenance costs but also improves radar performance by eliminating reflections
and blockage associated with conventional metallic truss-mast structures. It
also will help significantly reduce the ship’s radar cross section.

Shipbuilding Technology

Maritime Technology (MARITECH) is the technology-development element of the
President’s five-part plan to revitalize the U.S. shipbuilding industry, and is aimed
at improving the design and construction processes of U.S. shipyards to compete in
world markets. MARITECH, funded at approximately $40 million per year, was es-
tablished to run for five years (fiscal year 1993 through fiscal year 1998) and was
initially managed by DARPA. The Navy will take over MARITECH in fiscal year
1999, and the renamed MARITECH Advanced Shipbuilding Enterprise (ASE) pro-
gram will be managed by the Naval Sea Systems Command with representation
from the Office of Naval Research and the Maritime Administration. The mission
of MARITECH ASE is to manage and focus national shipbuilding research-and-de-
velopment funding on technologies that establish U.S. international shipbuilding
f\(l)mpetitiveness—and further reduce the cost of warships and other vessels to the

avy.
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Submarine Technology.—The Virginia class SSN is designed to meet the demands
of the 21st Century. State-of-the-art technologies designed into the Virginia class in-
clude enhanced acoustic and non-acoustic stealth, integrated combat systems, fiber-
optic periscopes, vertical-launch Tomahawk missiles, and a simplified nuclear pro-
pulsion plant with a life-of-the-ship reactor core. The Virginia class design/build
process incorporates the latest Revolution in Business Affairs concepts and includes
participation by industry, the shipbuilder, and government. The submarine has
built-in design and operational flexibility through the incorporation of modular con-
struction techniques, open systems architecture, and commercial off-the-shelf compo-
nents to facilitate insertion of rapidly evolving technologies. As new technologies are
developed, for example, electric drive and advanced autonomous sensors, they will
be incorporated into successive Virginia class SSNs to improve capability and reduce
total ownership cost. Increased capabilities funded for the first four hulls include or-
ganic mine reconnaissance, stealthy weapons launch, and greater target detection
capabilities in littoral environments.

Aircraft Carrier Technology.—The transition to CVNX, the next-generation air-
craft carrier class, will begin with CVN-77, which will have a new integrated com-
bat system with multifunction sensor arrays and additional technologies. CVNX-1
and later carriers will have increasingly sophisticated technologies for improved ca-
pability and reduced life-cycle costs, particularly in the area of manpower. CVNX~—
1 will have a new nuclear propulsion plant, an advanced electrical power distribu-
tion system, and an electromagnetic aircraft launching system. This will provide im-
mediate life cycle cost reductions and warfighting improvements, as well as enabling
follow-on technologies for subsequent CVNX-class carriers. (Both CVN-77 and
CVNX-1 will be based on the existing Nimitz hull form.) CVNX-2 is planned to
have an improved hull, improved crew habitability, survivability enhancements, new
functional arrangements, distributed systems, an electromagnetic aircraft recovery
system, and enhanced automation to further reduce manning and life-cycle costs.

Surface Ship Technology.—The Navy’s 21st Century Land Attack Destroyer, DD—
21, is being designed from the keel up to provide support for forces ashore. “Leap-
ahead” capabilities targeted for DD-21 include advanced major caliber guns, preci-
sion weapons, signature reduction, seamless joint interoperability, enhanced surviv-
ability, and reduced manning. DD-21 will incorporate an open system architecture
and modular design, such that newer subsystems can be incorporated as they ma-
ture. The Navy expects a significant fuel savings compared to the Arleigh Burke
class through advanced engineering propulsion systems, which may include inte-
grated power systems, fuel-efficient propulsors, and new hull designs. Finally, the
Navy has established a 95-person manning objective for DD-21, which is a 70 per-
cent reduction from Burke destroyers. Where possible, the DD-21 program will le-
verage technologies from the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, the
Smart Ship Program, and North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) programs on
reduced-crew-size concepts.

Network Technology

The Department of the Navy’s Science and Technology investment strategy is ad-
dressing the top technology concern of the warfighting commanders: battlespace
connectivity. This critical issue addresses the need to standardize data sharing and
usage, network management, common formats, information management, and trans-
mission protocols. Specific technology challenges that need to be addressed are:
Radio Frequency (RF) throughput to support Precision Engagement RF throughput
to support the disadvantaged user, which includes new antenna technologies; Com-
patibility with Low Earth Orbiting (LEO) Commercial Satellites; Improved Informa-
tion Management; Improved Network Management; Improved Information Assur-
ance/Network and Security

Year 2000 (Y2K).—The Department places a high priority on addressing the Y2K
problem. Efforts are on going to ensure Y2K-vulnerable systems are evaluated, test-
ed, and necessary modifications implemented before January 1, 2000. As these re-
mediation efforts are completed, the Navy and Marine Corps have undertaken a
comprehensive series of operational evaluations to ensure that interrelated systems
work together in an operational environment. As an added measure of assurance,
contingency plans are being formulated. These efforts will ensure that combat readi-
ness is maintained, and the Department of the Navy transitions seamlessly into the
next millennium.

Acquisition Excellence

Building on the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act, the Clinger-Cohen Act, and
elements of the Department’s Revolution in Business Affairs, we are aggressively
seeking to field technologically superior warfighting systems. These keystone pro-
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grams crucial to the effectiveness of tomorrow’s naval forces must be affordable in
the numbers required. As an example, the Navy is pursuing a multi-year procure-
ment approach to the F/A-18E/F, which will enable the purchase of 222 aircraft for
the price of 200 during the next six years. The Marine Corps seeks efficiencies by
pursuing the most economic buy rate for its MV-22 program. We seek comparable
opportunities for savings in acquisition and life-cycle support in all Navy and Ma-
rine Corps procurements.

Acquisition Center of Excellence.—The Department of the Navy opened its Acquisi-
tion Center of Excellence (ACE) in early 1998, demonstrating a firm commitment
to address the fundamental changes needed to achieve the “faster, better, cheaper”
objective. The ACE was the site for the first-ever acquisition war game, which was
focused on 21st Century aircraft carrier acquisition strategies. ACE will be the prin-
cipal test bed and development site for simulation-based acquisition efforts that are
expected to revolutionize design and procurement of major systems.

Marine Corps Materiel Command (MARCORMATCOM).—The Marine Corps need-
ed a single-process owner for materiel life cycle management of its ground equip-
ment, information systems, and ground weapons systems. The Marine Corps Mate-
riel Command stood up on 1 September 1998 at Marine Corps Logistics Base, Al-
bany, Georgia, and will be fully operational by 30 September 1999.
MARCORMATCOM will consist of a headquarters element and two major subordi-
nate commands, Marine Corps Systems Command (MARCORSYSCOM) and Marine
Corps Logistics Bases (MARCORLOGBASES). Some materiel life cycle management
functions of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Installations and Logistics (DC/S) will be
transferred to MARCORMATCOM. MARCORMATCOM'’s top-level objectives are to
reduce acquisition and logistics’ response time, improve readiness and reduce total
ownership costs. The Commander of MATCOM will be the single life-cycle manager
responsible for the focused logistics concept articulated in Joint Vision 2010 for Ma-
rine Corps ground equipment, information systems, and ground weapons systems.

Acquisition Reform Success Stories.—The broad success of the Department’s ag-
gressive approach is reflected in four examples highlighted here:

—The Standards Improvement program resulted insignificantly fewer military
standard specifications in acquisition contracts. It gives contractors greater
flexibility and improves communication and cooperation between program man-
agers and industry. Thus far, this has resulted in significantly reduced costs
throughout individual programs. As an example, the Marine Corps’s Medium
Tactical Vehicle Re-manufacture Program streamlined the test and evaluation
process and applied the principles of specification reform to reduce military
specifications from 24 to 7. The result was a program savings of more than

0K.

—The F/A-18E/F Super Hornet aircraft acquisition program is on budget and
schedule, and has met or exceeded all key performance parameters. Per plane
costs are 12 percent below the Congressional unit cost cap, and during oper-
ational test ITA, it received the best possible rating for operational effectiveness
and suitability. By the beginning of this year, the F/A-18E/F logged over 2,700
flights and 4,000 flight hours in developmental testing. It begins Operational
Evaluation (OPEVAL) in May 1999.

—The Advanced Amphibious Assault Vehicle (AAAV) program combined the best
of industry and government management practices to create a single, highly ef-
fective management team, and applied innovative acquisition techniques includ-
ing Integrated Process and Product Development (IPPD), Simulation-Based Ac-
quisition (SBA), and Cost-As-An-Independent-Variable (CAIV). This implemen-
tation of IPPD teams is unique in that the program office, the prime contractor,
and major subcontractors are co-located at the AAAV Technology Center. Acqui-
sition reform and the use of state-of-the-art business practices has resulted in
reducing acquisition cycle time, the elimination of unnecessary maintenance ac-
tions, and the participation of Marines in every design decision. In addition,
cost savings of approximately $225 million will be realized in production, oper-
ating, and support while maintaining core mission capability and improving
system performance.

—The San Antonio class Amphibious Assault Ship (LPD-17) program was initi-
ated under the traditional rules of shipbuilding design and development, with
the Navy performing the ship’s preliminary and contract design. When the ac-
quisition process was modified to focus on total life cycle cost reduction, the
Navy elected to re-align the program and embrace the ideals of acquisition re-
form. The program is now operating in an IPPD environment and the program
office has co-located with the contractor.

—The Virginia class submarine was the first major defense acquisition program
to apply Integrated Process and Product Development methods to complex war-
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ship system development. The program reduced unique parts from 98,000 to
12,000 and implemented many environmental-protection design considerations.
The sharing of test assets alone will avoid more than $4.5 million in operational
evaluation testing costs.

International Acquisition Programs.—The Department uses programs such as For-
eign Military Sales (FMS), leases, grants, cooperative development, technology
transfer, and training and education to achieve program efficiencies, assist allies,
and develop coalition partners. Early in the acquisition process, we work to identify
cooperative research and development programs to help reduce each country’s pro-
duction costs for major systems. International programs also facilitate standardiza-
tion and interoperability. Examples include:

—The Joint Strike Fighter program will develop and field a family of next-genera-
tion strike aircraft with an emphasis on affordability and warfighting capabili-
ties for the 21st-Century combat environment. The joint-service approach to de-
velopment of this aircraft will pool resources and provide opportunities for sav-
ings. Allied participation in the concept-demonstration phase will provide addi-
tional economies of scale.

—The NATO Sea Sparrow program, now amounting to more than 180 ship instal-
lations, is the largest and longest-running NATO cooperative program to date.
Ten countries now participate in a collaborative development program called the
Evolved Sea Sparrow Missile (ESSM). Through allied cooperation, the United
States saved $153 million in development costs for ESSM, which starts testing
in 1999.

—The Rolling Airframe Missile (RAM) is another NATO program developed by
the U.S. and Germany. RAM is a lightweight, low-cost, fire-and-forget missile
system installed in more than 50 U.S. and German ships. An upgrade to the
RAM missile completes operational testing and enters production in 1999.

—The Improved Submarine-Launched Mobile Mine (ISLMM) is an international
mine warfare project between the U.S. and the Royal Australian Navies. Devel-
opment of the ISLMM will provide the covert capability to establish distant of-
fensive and defensive undersea minefields.

National Partnership for Reinventing (NPR) Government

In January 1997, the President issued a challenge to the Executive Agencies and
Departments to implement the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA).
The vision of National Partnership for Reinventing Government is to create a gov-
ernment that works better and costs less based on the four principles of: (1) putting
customers first; (2) cutting red tape; (3) empowering employees; and (4) getting back
to the basics. In July 1997, the Vice President approved 12 three-year acquisition
goals for the Department of Defense. These goals address the acquisition system,
program management, financial management, logistics, and property management.
The Department of the Navy has already achieved four of these goals by the end
of fiscal year 1998: Reduced major defense acquisition program cycle time by 25 per-
cent; Increased micro-purchases by purchase card to 90 percent of transactions; Re-
duced toxic material releases by 20 percent and Managed major defense acquisition
program cost growth to no greater than 1 percent per annum

In addition, the Department of the Navy achieved its 1998 annual targets in sup-
port of Year 2000 goals: Increased Total Asset Visibility to 90 percent while reduc-
ing logistics response time by 50 percent; Eliminated layers of management through
streamlined processes while reducing the acquisition-related workforce by 15 per-
cent; and Disposed of $3 billion in excess property while reducing supply inventories
by 20 percent.

Significant progress also was made in implementing other Year 2000 goals, in-
cluding training the acquisition-related workforce, increasing the procurement budg-
et, reducing paper transactions, and implementing Activity-Based Costing (ABC) for
weapons systems.

Streamlining Infrastructure

Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC).—As a result of the four rounds of BRAC
reviews, the Department of the Navy ultimately will close or realign 178 Navy and
Marine Corps bases. These closures will bring the size of the Department’s shore
infrastructure more in line with its operating force structure. The Department’s in-
vestment in BRAC will result in a §5.6 billion reduction in the Navy’s operating
budget through the year 2001 and $2.6 billion per year thereafter. The Navy’s strat-
egy has been to reach operational closure quickly, then complete cleanup and dis-
pose of the property in support of local redevelopment efforts. In 1999, 11 additional
closures will be added to the 162 closures or realignments already completed.
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Of the 178 BRAC-related actions, 135 are closures, but only 91 require disposal
of property. To date, 38 disposals have been completed, representing more than 40
percent of the closure sites. By the end of fiscal year 1999, 67 percent of the dis-
posals will be completed. At the end of the base closure program, the Navy will have
reduced its property inventory by approximately 163,000 acres. The Navy has exe-
cuted 100 leases at closing bases prior to disposal of the property to assist local re-
development efforts. Also, the Department of the Navy is pursuing several opportu-
nities for early conveyance of base closure property, which, by statute, permits
BRAC property to be conveyed before the cleanup remedy is completed.

After $400 million in construction, MCAF Tustin and MCAS El Toro finish the
relocation of units to the newly designated MCAS Miramar and other air stations
by July of this year. The relocation of Marine Corps assets to Miramar from El Toro,
although a single BRAC action, represents 10 percent of the construction budget for
all BRAC rounds. Disposal of the air stations at Tustin and El Toro is dependent
upon reuse decisions involving the local communities. These have been slower than
anticipated, thus delaying the realization of savings as we continue to maintain this
infrastructure in a caretaker status. Timely and equitable resolution of these reuse
issues remain a high priority within the Department.

In spite of these accomplishments, reductions in the Navy’s infrastructure did not
keep pace with reductions in force structure. While the number of ships and Sailors
were reduced by 40 percent and 30 percent respectively since 1988, the Navy’s infra-
structure decreased by only 17 percent. Additional BRAC rounds are critical to sup-
port the Secretary of Defense’s Quadrennial Defense Review strategy and to achieve
the objectives of the Joint Staff’s Joint Vision 2010.

Real Property Maintenance.—Ships, aircraft, and weapon systems are kept ready
through planned maintenance and modernization programs. The Navy’s piers, run-
ways, buildings, structures, and utilities are equally important assets that must be
given a similar level of commitment, concern, and fiscal support. The Department’s
focus on real property maintenance must be increased to ensure that facilities can
support the fleet and the growth in the critical backlog of maintenance and repair
can be reversed. The Navy’s critical backlog of maintenance and repair (BMAR) is
currently $2.4 billion and expected to exceed $2.9 billion by fiscal year 2003. Ap-
proximately $1.3 billion per year (as compared to $961 million in fiscal year 1999)
is required to arrest the growth in BMAR and attain C2 readiness levels for all mis-
sion essential facilities by the end of the FYDP. Of particular concern are aging
piers and runways, which require substantial attention in the near-term. In addi-
tion to its operational facilities, the Department of the Navy is also concerned with
improving support facilities affecting the quality of life of Marines and Sailors. The
Marine Corps is making a significant investment in repairs of barracks between
now and 2004 in order to have all barracks in good physical condition. The Marine
Corps is also taking aggressive stance in demolishing excess facilities to help reduce
operating costs. Theseinitiatives must be part of a long-term funding effort to re-
capitalize Navy’s infrastructure and meet the needs of tomorrow’s more sophisti-
cated and complex ships, submarines, and aircraft.

Naval Infrastructure Cost Reduction Initiatives.—The Navy has developed an in-
frastructure reduction business plan that pursues innovative approaches to reduce
infrastructure costs and will provide savings that can be allocated to critical mod-
ernization and recapitalization needs. These initiatives include implementing the
Office of Management and Budget Circular A-76, business process re-engineering,
and activity-based costing. Regionalization reduces Base Operating Support costs,
streamlines administration, and eliminates redundant functions. Regionalization
also intends to improve use of the work force to develop more efficient organizations,
produce opportunities for regional public/private competition, standardize processes,
and facilitate interoperability and regional planning. As regional installation man-
agement organizations are created, Base Operating Support resources and respon-
sibilities will transfer to a single major claimant, which will permit other claimants
to concentrate on their primary missions.

The Marine Corps’ primary challenge for infrastructure reduction is the elimi-
nation of outdated, inefficient, and deteriorated structures. We are aggressively
identifying and demolishing any facilities where installations cannot identify hard
requirements. This allows the Marine Corps to concentrate scarce maintenance and
repair dollars on maintaining higher value facilities. As excess plants are identified,
they will be destroyed. The current 1999 plan is to eliminate 600,000 square feet
of unused infrastructure which will amount to 0.5 percent of total Marine Corps in-
ventory.

Civilian Human Resources Regionalization and Systems Modernization.—The De-
partment of the Navy is streamlining the civilian human resources (HR) function
to meet the objectives of the National Performance Review and Department of De-
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fense mandates for regionalization and information systems modernization. Approxi-
mately 60 percent of the Department HR functions are being realigned to eight
Human Resources Service Centers. Regionalization and systems modernization are
expected to return $148 million for reallocation between fiscal year 1997-2003. After
fiscal year 2003, savings are projected to exceed $40 million dollars per year.

Smart Base.—The Navy’s Smart Base Project Office solicits industry, academia,
and government agencies for innovative, state-of-the-market technologies and busi-
ness practices to boost shore installation efficiency. Two key enablers are the Smart
Link and Smart Card. Smart Link established a state-of-the-market, wide-area net-
work of major Navy installations. Planned to provide connectivity to 300 sites at
completion, Smart Link in early 1999 provides voice, video, and data to more than
80 sites on the Navy’s Intranet, at significant savings. The Navy Smart Card Project
starts at the Great Lakes Recruit Training Center. This computer-chip card is
issued to each recruit to facilitate laborious administrative processes. Significant
cost is already being saved, with a clear potential for additional savings as more
applications are introduced. In fiscal year 1999, the Smart Base Project will partner
with fleet commanders, major claimants, and regional commanders to test new cost-
saving projects and begin implementation of the resulting initiatives.

Regionalization.—The Navy’s restructuring efforts use state-of-the-market busi-
ness practices and technologies for installation management. Navy installations
within a region will no longer be operated as independent entities, but as an inte-
grated organization using the best business practices. As functional management is
consolidated and redundant overhead eliminated, additional opportunities for demo-
lition, outlease, or alternative use of underutilized facilities will become apparent.
The creation of Navy Regional Commanders allows the Navy to take advantage of
these opportunities quickly.

The Environment

The Department continues its active program for environmental compliance and
stewardship. Most importantly, the Navy is focused on achieving substantial
progress in shipboard pollution control. The Department of the Navy and the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) published the first set of regulations to estab-
lish uniform national discharge standards for warships and other vessels. This ini-
tiative is being developed in partnership with EPA, the Coast Guard, and the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, in consultation with coastal states.

Plastic waste processors, designed to eliminate the disposal of plastic trash at sea,
will be installed as required by the Act to Prevent Pollution from Ships. Procure-
ment and installation of other required solid waste processing equipment for ships
are also on track. Also, approximately 500 shipboard air-conditioning and refrigera-
tion plants were converted from chlorofluorocarbon-12 (CFC-12) to non-CFC plants.
The first CFC-114 air-conditioning plant conversion is underway in Normandy (CG—
60).

Ashore, the Department’s active Pollution Prevention Program assists installa-
tions to meet environmental requirements. Pollution prevention technologies also
improve occupational safety, increase productivity, and reduce operations and main-
tenance costs. Pollution prevention measures helped reduce toxic releases by 51 per-
cent from the 1994 baseline.

The Department’s environmental team is effectively carrying out the President’s
five-point program for base reutilization. The Department has confirmed that more
than 70 percent of the property at closing bases is environmentally suitable for
transfer, with community reuse plans fully considered in cleanup decisions.

The Department has aggressively searched our installations for potentially con-
taminated land sites and identified nearly 4,500 sites. Since 1996, over 1,100 sites
had necessary actions taken bringing the total sites completed to 2,175, or 48 per-
cent. By the end of 2,001, action will be complete at 64 percent of the sites at active
bases and 90 percent of the sites at closed bases. Since 1996, the Department was
able to reduce the cleanup program cost-to-complete estimate by more than $1 bil-
lion using new cleanup technologies, better site characterizations, and more realistic
risk assessments.

Likewise, the Marine Corps takes its environmental responsibilities seriously. It
has instituted the Pollution prevention Approach to Compliance Efforts (PACE) pro-
gram, which requires installations to evaluate their environmental compliance on a
continuing basis. In fact, during 1998, the Marine Corps paid more for environ-
mental compliance than it did for formal schools training. For example, MCAS
Beaufort instituted a demodexing/modexing process using vinyl film rather than
paint for aircraft lettering and markings. This process reduced aircraft downtime by
an average of one day, reduced hazardous waste generation by 90 percent, and
saved $35 thousand in labor and materials per year. Innovations such as these will
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continue to ensure that the Department is a leader in integrating environmental
stewardship in business affairs.

The Department continues to pursue research and development on technologies
to meet environmental requirements most efficiently. This research has recently fo-
cused on marine mammal protection, contaminated site cleanup, hull paints/coat-
ings, and facilitating full integration of life-cycle environmental protection into the
design, engineering, and acquisition of weapons systems. Indeed, environmental
planning is now an essential ingredient of acquisition efforts. Environmental consid-
erations are weighed when acquiring weapon systems and platforms and are care-
fully monitored throughout each program’s life cycle. We are finding substantial op-
portunities for good business decisions and cost savings by this practice.

Several specific goals of the National Performance Review have strong environ-
mental components. The Department is pursuing specific goals for a 20 percent re-
duction in toxic emissions releases and electronic replacement of paper-intensive
k1;1‘ocedures. These serve both the environment and help to reduce the costs of doing

usiness.

TECHNOLOGY FOR TOMORROW

The Navy and Marine Corps’ strategic concepts papers...From the Sea and For-
ward...From The Sea sharpened the focus of naval forces to emphasize operations
in the littorals and the requirement to project decisive power and directly influence
actions ashore—anywhere, anytime. Events of the past decade demonstrate that
naval forces must be prepared to confront a variety of threats while executing di-
verse missions—ranging from peacekeeping and disaster relief to combat operations.
Absent the superpower stability of the Cold War, several regions are more prone to
violence and conflict, underscoring the need for highly effective and credible forces
to protect vital interests. Moreover, as recent crisis and conflict make clear, naval
forces are an essential tool of statecraft.

America’s naval forces must meet the diverse challenges of today and the ambig-
uous threats of tomorrow by addressing strategic and doctrinal constructs, by pre-
paring for nontraditional and even unconventional warfare, and by harnessing the
power of the latest technology. Littoral operations in a complex, confined battlespace
place naval forces at greater risk from enemy submarines, sea mines, and cruise
missiles than open-ocean scenarios. Many regional powers can purchase systems, in-
cluding weapons of mass destruction, virtually off-the-shelf. Countering these weap-
ons, and their associated command-and-control nodes, presents a continuous chal-
lenge to Navy and Marine Corps maritime dominance in the littorals.

Three areas of especially rapid technological growth—sensor technology, computer
processing capability, and long-range precision guided weapons—are vital factors in
maintaining our current unparalleled offensive capability. Together, these factors
provide the means for a significant increase in the ability of naval forces to find and
exploit enemy vulnerabilities, and to project significant power precisely and accu-
rately to all but a small fraction of the world’s surface.

Leveraging Our Technology

Our ability to execute the functional characteristics of naval forces—naval fires,
naval maneuver, cooperative protection, and sustainment—and the Marine Corps’
application of Operational Maneuver from the Sea (OMFTS) are essential to the suc-
cess of future joint and combined campaigns. These primary operational elements
parallel the four tenets of Joint Vision 2010: Dominant Maneuver, Precision En-
gagement, Full Dimension Protection and Focused Logistics. They frame the way
force structure, employment policies, and tactics are developed. Further, they define
how naval forces perform in support of national military objectives. Depending upon
the particular mix of these capabilities, naval forces provide joint task force com-
manders and unified commanders-in-chief a flexible set of tools useful across the full
spectrum of conflict.

Naval fires define what previously was called strike operations. It includes the
networked use of sensors, information systems, responsive command and control
systems, precisely targeted weapons, and agile, lethal forces to achieve desired ef-
fects, assess damage, and reengage when required. Naval fires range from Marine
mortars and artillery to conventional land-attack cruise missiles. The capability to
precisely attack land targets with a variety of weaponry is core to sea-based forces’
ability to hold at risk and dominate an adversary’s military, political, and economic
centers of gravity.

Naval maneuver is the coordinated use of mobile sea-based forces to gain advan-
tage on or from the sea. Using the sea as maneuver space, naval forces, equipped
with advanced amphibious capabilities, can strike anywhere in the littoral region
and deliver a decisive blow to an adversary’s centers of gravity. Future networked
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naval forces, sharing a common operational picture, will exploit enemy weaknesses.
Networked naval forces will maximize self-synchronization and achieve mass effects,
without the need to mass forces off shore. In addition, naval forces will concentrate
fires from widely separated locations at speeds adversaries cannot match. As such,
naval maneuver exploits several principles of war simultaneously.

Cooperative protection is the control of the battlespace to ensure that joint and
combined forces maintain freedom of action during deployment, maneuver, and en-
gagement, while defending those forces and facilities. As the defensive aspect of sea
and area control, cooperative protection requires more than self-defense; it also inte-
grates force-protection extending throughout area and theater defense of naval
forces and assets on land. The Navy is developing the maritime pieces of a coopera-
tive protection capability with Joint Theater Air and Missile Defense and Coopera-
tive Engagement Capability. Enhanced situational awareness, coupled with shared,
real-time targeting information, makes possible a stronger, more complete defense
than could be provided by any single system or unit.

Sustainment is the delivery of tailored and focused support and logistics from the
sea across the spectrum of crisis-response and conflict. Sustainment is more than
logistics. For high-tempo operations to succeed as envisioned in OMFTS and the
complementary Ship-to-Objective Maneuver (STOM) concept, sea-based sustainment
must support and work in harmony with naval fires, naval maneuver, and coopera-
tive protection. OMFTS forces traveling lighter and faster will carry less logistic
support organically and depend upon sea-based resources.

Sealift is a critical enabler for joint ground and air components ashore. As re-
cently as Desert Storm, over 90 percent of all material transferred into theater, for
all U.S. forces, arrived by sea. Joint warfighting forces will continue to depend heav-
ily on prepositioned and surge sealift assets for sustainment during a conflict.

The Navy invests heavily in building a fleet of support ships to sustain all aspects
of a conflict. For instance, 13 Maritime Prepositioning Ships (MPS), divided into
three squadrons, support the Marine Corps. Each squadron carries equipment and
supplies to support a notional MAGTF of up to 17,000 Marines and Sailors for 30
days of combat. A Maritime Prepositioning Force Enhancement program (MPF-E)
is underway which will add one ship to each squadron.

The Navy also supports a fleet of ships to preposition equipment for an Army bri-
gade. This fleet includes a variety of ships with specialized capabilities, such as self-
sustaining container ships, barge-carrying ships, float-on/float-off ships, crane ships,
and roll-on/roll-off ships. A third fleet of prepositioned vessels is located in key loca-
tions with fuel and ammunition for the U.S. Air Force, as well as supplies for a fleet
hospital. Finally, strategically located near U.S. ports of embarkation are eight Fast
Sealift Ships (FSS) to provide the initial surge lift capability needed to transport
tanks and other heavy tactical equipment early in a conflict. A new-construction/
conversion program for 19 Large Medium Speed Roll-on/Roll-off (LMSRs) ships will
be completed by 2002 to augment the eight FSS for these missions.

A final sealift option exists in a unique business arrangement—the Voluntary
Intermodal Service Agreement (VISA)—which guarantees the Department of De-
fense priority access to the worldwide container distribution system in return for an-
nual subsidy payments to U.S. flag companies. This arrangement ensures the capa-
bility to move massive amounts of cargo needed to sustain a war effort is available.

Advanced Naval Maneuver Concepts

The Marine Corps’ OMFTS presents a new approach to amphibious, expedi-
tionary, and littoral operations. OMFTS capitalizes on the advantages inherent in
seaborne maneuver and the flexibility provided by sea-based command and control,
fires, aviation and logistics. It couples amphibious and maneuver warfare with tech-
nological advances in speed, mobility, fire support, communications, and navigation.
These advantages allow naval forces to identify and rapidly exploit enemy
vulnerabilities. Most significantly, the sea-based character of future MAGTFs and
logistics/support ships and bases will allow them—in most cases—to be the first to
reach a crisis area. This also enables them to remain at sea nearby, as a crisis de-
velops—free from dependency upon land bases.

Meeting the military challenges of the next century will require innovation, ex-
perimentation, and change—grappling with the realities of chemical and biological
warfare and tackling the difficulties inherent in modern warfare, especially in urban
terrain. It means finding solutions to challenges using both technology and new ap-
proaches in doctrine, organization, tactics, and training. It also means developing
a transformation strategy to maximize opportunities created by rapid technological
advances. Using OMFTS as a roadmap to the future, the Marine Corps developed
a series of supporting warfighting concepts to complement their core competencies.
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Ship-to-Objective Maneuver focuses on the tactical level of amphibious operations,
eliminating the operational pause at the beach during ship-to-shore movement and
subsequent maneuver ashore. Sustained Operations Ashore describes how naval
forces, even in long-duration campaigns, will capitalize on their sea-based character
to reduce their vulnerable footprint ashore, while conducting effective military oper-
ations. Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF) 2010 and Beyond outlines capabilities
required to enhance MPF operations to fully support OMFTS.

Another critical concept is Beyond C2: Comprehensive Command and Coordina-
tion of the MAGTF. It attempts to move future commanders away from technology-
induced “mechanistic control” and toward the fundamental exercise of command.
Through the principles of adaptive learning, implicit communications, mutual un-
derstanding, and intuitive decisionmaking, Beyond C2 focuses on the powerful posi-
tive aspects of human interaction that foster creative problem-solving. Additionally,
access to a worldwide command information architecture will provide forward de-
ployed situational awareness. Through an in-depth examination of technology and
the functions of command, Beyond C2 explores the coordination of the intellectual
and material power of the military, business entities, academia, other government
agencies, and non-government organizations to address the challenges of the 21st
Century. Beyond C2 improves upon the MAGTEF’s ability to serve as a “JTF Enabler”
for large coalitions or follow-on forces.

Finally, the Marine Corps Combat Development Command (MCCDC) and the
Navy Warfare Development Command (NWDC) jointly addressed two of the most
difficult problems facing naval forces in future maritime campaigns: the threat of
naval mines and sustainment from the sea. Two concept papers, Future Mine Coun-
termeasures in Littoral Power Projection and Sea-Based Logistics, establish a foun-
dation for the Navy-Marine Corps team to take on these challenges. Collectively,
these publications define future battlespace and the capabilities that are needed to
win in it.

Navy Warfare Technologies

Recognizing the challenges of tomorrow along with advances in technology, the
Navy is investing its resources in five specific warfare areas: Network Centric War-
fare, Land Attack, Theater Ballistic Missile Defense, Mine Warfare, and Anti-Sub-
marine Warfare.

Network Centric Warfare (NCW).—The culture of a networked world society will
make the Navy of the 21st Century unrecognizable from today’s. At the end of 1998,
according to one published account, 900 million voice-mail messages were exchanged
each day, 5 million e-mails were sent each minute, Internet traffic was doubling
every 100 days, and there were 27 million new cellular phone subscribers (285 mil-
lion in all worldwide).

As we continue to navigate the uncharted waters of this new era, the Navy and
Marine Corps need to harness technology and accept the resulting cultural changes
to remain the world’s pre-eminent naval force. To accomplish this will take at least
the following: (1) the installation of reliable, robust and secure information infra-
structure with well-managed bandwidth, spectrum, and information flow (PCs,
LANS, switches, RF link, and landlines); (2) the effective organization of naval infor-
mation; and (3) fundamentally changing our information-based warfighting prac-
tices.

Central to every aspect of the Navy’s future operations, NCW derives its power
from the reliable and ubiquitous networking of well-informed, geographically dis-
persed forces. A multi-sensor information grid will provide all commanders access
to essential data, sensors, command-and-control systems, and weapons. This easily
accessible open network will support rapid data flow among the sensor, command-
and-control, and shooter grids. The first steps toward meeting this requirement in-
clude implementation of Information Technology for the 21st Century (IT-21), the
Navy-Wide Intranet (NWI), and the sensor netting technology of the Cooperative
Engagement Capability (CEC).

Superior knowledge is a powerful advantage in a conflict and is a prerequisite for
victory. NCW will change U.S. warfighting fundamentally, by employing information
technology as a force multiplier. It will facilitate the penetration, disruption, denial,
and deception of the adversary’s information processes, while providing friendly
forces a superior understanding of complex operations. NCW will provide accurate
and timely shared situational awareness that allows dispersed forces to coordinate
actions and respond rapidly to emerging threats and opportunities within the the-
ater of operations.

Land Attack.—Precision land-attack operations conducted by carrier-based air-
craft, land-attack surface warships, and attack submarines will provide massive,
sustainable fires from the sea. High-intensity sea-based firepower will allow forces
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ashore to achieve critical objectives quickly and permit the flow of heavy follow-on
forces within desired timelines.

In the early years of the 21st Century, the Navy will use F/A-18E/F Super Hor-
nets, advanced Joint Strike Fighters, and variants of the Tomahawk land-attack
cruise missile to deliver devastating long-range precision strikes. In that same time-
frame, the Navy will provide high-volume fires from 5-inch/62-caliber guns firing ex-
tended-range guided munitions (ERGMs). Targeting will be achieved with a Naval
Fires Control System that operates seamlessly with joint fire support systems. In
addition, the Navy is using new production methods and modular design techniques
to develop a new variant of the Tomahawk missile. The new program will preserve
long-range precision strike capability while significantly increasing Tomahawk’s re-
sponsiveness and flexibility.

Providing sustained, sea-based precision firepower guarantees the benefits of ef-
fective massed fires without the need to mass forces physically. The long reach of
precision guided weapons adds a new dimension in the ways the Navy can affect
conflict ashore. In short, the 21st Century Navy will be equipped to deliver offensive
distributed firepower from long range for extended periods, with reduced risk.

Theater Ballistic Missile Defense (TBMD).—Recent events emphasize the growing
need for a theater ballistic missile defense (TBMD). Pakistan’s test of the medium-
range Ghauri ballistic missile, North Korea’s test of a three-stage, solid fueled Taepo
Dong missile, and Iran’s test of the medium-range Shahab-3 underscored the com-
pelling requirement for an effective, forward deployed TBMD capability. Today,
more than 20 nations have a ballistic missile or cruise missile capability. In addi-
tion, 20 nations have, or are thought to be developing, nuclear, chemical, or biologi-
cal weapons. The Navy is attempting to leverage the impressive power of the Aegis
cruiser-destroyer force in ways that will provide safety and sanctuary for U.S. and
allied troops. Through the power of the Aegis SPY radar and the capabilities of the
Standard Missile (SM-2), the Navy is working to provide a reliable theater missile
defense network that will act as a protective umbrella for operations in most sce-
narios.

The mission of the Navy’s Area TBMD system is to provide U.S. and allied forces,
as well as areas of vital national interest, defense against TBMs. Rapid deploy-
ability of Navy TBMD reduces the requirement for airlift to be devoted to TBMD
forces in the opening days of a crisis. This permits using scarce airlift resources to
transport aircraft squadron logistics, anti-armor, and troops to deter or stop a con-
flict. Finally, Navy Area TBMD takes advantage of the inherent flexibility and mo-
bility of naval forces to provide defense against ballistic missiles without reliance
on host-nation permission or support.

The Navy Theater Wide (NTW) effort evolves from the Navy Area TBMD Program
and consists of modifications to the Aegis weapon system and the integration of the
Lightweight Exoatmospheric Projectile (LEAP) with a three-stage SM-2 Block IV
missile. The NTW system will be capable of high-altitude exoatmospheric intercepts
of medium- and longer-range TBMs. The near term development approach includes
nine Aegis-LEAP intercept tests from 1998 to 2000 and parallel risk-reduction ac-
tivities in preparation for engineering development.

Necessary to winning any littoral conflict is securing control of the air. The Navy
is developing an afloat Area Air Defense Commander (AADC) system to support sea-
based theater battlespace management. AADC will support the joint commander in
conducting near-real-time, area-wide air defense planning in support of joint oper-
ations. Using commercial, off-the-shelf hardware, a prototype is capable of executing
56 billion instructions per second. This computing power enables the testing of alter-
native air defense plans to support the commander with the very best disposition
of air defense forces. The use of three-dimensional symbology in tactical displays
provides unprecedented situational awareness to the embarked joint commander
and staff. A prototype will be installed in USS Shiloh (CG-67) in early 1999 for at-
sea testing. An Initial Operational Capability (IOC) is anticipated in fiscal year
2001. Twelve Aegis cruisers will be outfitted with this capability between fiscal year
2004 and fiscal year 2007, in accordance with the Cruiser Modernization Program.

Mine Warfare.—The Department of the Navy is investing now to equip carrier
battle groups and amphibious ready groups with organic minehunting and mine-
clearance capabilities. Variants of the H-60 helicopter will carry minehunting sen-
sors and neutralization gear such as the Airborne Laser Mine Detection System, the
Shallow Water Influence Mine Sweeping System, and the Airborne Mine Neutraliza-
tion System. Instead of waiting for dedicated mine-warfare assets on station, the
commander will have mine detection and avoidance systems at his disposal. The tac-
tical information and tools needed to allow freedom of action and dominant maneu-
ver of his force in the face of a dangerous, cheaply deployed mine threat will now
be on station. The ultimate goal of deploying organic mine warfare systems is to ex-
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tend maritime domination into the littorals by minimizing the effectiveness of the
most asymmetric and prevalent sea threat there, the sea mine.

The Navy’s Underwater Unmanned Vehicle (UUV) program has focused on devel-
oping a Near-Term Mine Reconnaissance System (NRMS) for Los Angeles class sub-
marines. The NRMS will provide limited, stopgap operational capability to conduct
clandestine mine reconnaissance. Subsequently, a Long Range Mine Reconnaissance
System (LMRS), which will replace NMRS, will fully meet the requirements to con-
duct clandestine mine reconnaissance from submarines.

Anti-Submarine Warfare (ASW).—ASW is essential to sea control and maritime
dominance. As such, it is a critical element in attaining joint objectives from the sea.
Many nations can employ submarines to deny access to forward regions or signifi-
cantly delay the execution of operations plans. Because of its inherent stealth,
lethality, and affordability, the submarine is a powerful counter to an adversary’s
surveillance and targeting systems that increasingly will hold surface assets at risk.
Although the worldwide inventory of submarines has declined, their quality and
lethality have improved dramatically.

The Navy is sustaining efforts to counter our adversaries’ submarines. A key re-
quirement is an architecture that can maximize commonality among all ASW plat-
forms for both effectiveness and affordability. Multi-static active detection systems
will employ advanced processing and leverage legacy ASW systems. The use of rap-
idly deployable, distributed arrays, like that being developed in the Advanced
Deployable System program, will provide wide-area deployable shallow water under-
sea surveillance in the complex littoral environment. The Lightweight Hybrid Tor-
pedo for surface and air ASW forces and the CBASS upgrade to the Advanced Capa-
bility torpedo (ADCAP) for submarines will offer the Navy improved weapon effec-
tiveness against littoral submarine targets and countermeasures. In this regard, the
Virginia class attack submarine is designed for multi-mission operations, but will
have a level of stealth unsurpassed by any other submarine currently in operation
or under development.

These are just a few of the programs, augmented by sustained and focused re-
search-and-development efforts that will ensure our continued undersea warfare su-
periority against a continually evolving submarine threat.

Naval forces use space systems to support tactical warfighting needs, including
communications, reconnaissance, surveillance, targeting, battle damage assessment,
navigation, and environmental monitoring. This tactical focus characterizes naval
efforts in space. Our maritime forces, operating in accordance with strategies and
tactics which emphasize maneuverability and joint operations tailored to national
needs, and operating forward, from the sea, necessitate naval dependence upon
space-based support.

Marine Corps Core Competencies

MAGTF operations are built upon a foundation of six special core competencies.
The direct result of more than 223 years of expeditionary experience, these six core
competencies define the essence of the unique Marine institutional culture as well
as their role within the national military establishment. Core competencies are de-
veloped from inherent Marine missions, such as expeditionary amphibious oper-
ations, and drive Marines to develop specific sets of skills while executing special
missions roles and missions.

The first core competency, expeditionary readiness, defines an institution ready
to respond instantaneously to world-wide crises, every day. This requires a force
that can transition from peacetime to combat operations at a moment’s notice, and
achieve certain success without critical Reserve augmentation. It also demands a
force that can flourish under adverse conditions and in ambiguous conflict environ-
ments. Finally, it means being ready to defeat the opponent-after-next, which can
be achieved only through continued investment in experimentation, adaptation, and
change.

The second core competency is combined-arms operations. The MAGTF requires
an organic, combined-arms capability. For half a century, MAGTFs have been orga-
nized, trained, and equipped to ensure that their ground combat, air combat, and
combat service support capabilities would be directed by a single commander.

Expeditionary operations, the third core competency, is primarily a special mind
set—one that ensures that Marines will be prepared for immediate deployment over-
seas into austere operating environments.

The fourth core competency, sea-based operations, provides extraordinary stra-
tegic reach, and gives the nation an enduring means to influence and shape the
evolving international environment. An appropriately prepared and equipped com-
bined-arms MAGTF, operating from a mobile, protected seabase, provides the Na-
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tional Command Authorities with unimpeded and politically unencumbered access
to potential trouble spots around the globe.

The Marines are best known for their fifth core competency, forcible entry. In the
past, forcible entry from the sea was defined as amphibious assaults, establishing
lodgments on the beach and then building up combat power ashore for subsequent
operations. It is now defined as an uninterupted movement of forces from ships lo-
cated over the horizon directly against decisive objectives.

The sixth core competency of reserve integration captures the practice of aug-
menting and reinforcing active component units with the Marine Reserve in crisis-
response missions and adding to combat power for sustained operations. All Marines
are combat-ready, and the integration of Reserve elements into the active duty force
structure ensures that the phrase “Total Force” is not a hollow boast.

These core competencies are not honed to perfection without relevant and applica-
ble concepts, and concepts cannot be realized without mutually reinforcing
warfighing assets. By modernizing and tailoring the amphibious fleet, over-the-hori-
zon launch platforms will be provided to support the MV—-22 Osprey aircraft, the
short-takeoff and vertical-landing (STOVL) variant of the Joint Strike Fighter, the
Advanced Amphibious Assault Vehicle, and the already proven Landing Craft Air-
Cushion. The following program elements are essential to the Marine Corps’ future
ability to execute Operational Manuever From the Sea and Ship-to-Objective Ma-
neuver.

Sea-Based Forcible-Entry Operations.—The MV-22 Osprey remains the Marine
Corps’ highest aviation acquisition priority and is necessary to conduct sea-based
forcible entry operations. Recognizing the huge operational advantages of this air-
craft, the Marines have long championed the development of tilt-rotor technology.
The development of the MV-22 compares with earlier technological breakthroughs
associated with the first helicopter and the first jet engine, and gives the Marine
Corps the range to cover a much greater expanse of the littorals from the sea. The
MV-22 flies significantly farther, faster, and with greater payloads than the current
fleet of aging medium lift CH-46E/CH-53D helicopters.

This combat multiplier allows Marines to strike rapidly at objectives located deep
inland. It provides Navy ships adequate stand-off distance to defend against shore-
based missiles, sea mines, and other asymmetric threats, and also delays detection
of the striking force. Initial operational capability for the Osprey is expected to occur
in fiscal year 2001.

Amphibious Modernization Program.—The amphibious lift modernization plan
also supports Marine Corps core competencies. The program is focused on the for-
mation of the 12 Amphibious Ready Groups (ARGs) needed to meet the nation’s for-
ward-presence and contingency response requirements, and it supports the lifting
equivalent of 2.5 Marine Expeditionary Brigades in wartime. The plan shapes the
future amphibious force with the optimum number and type of ships required for
a flexible and adaptive combined-arms crisis-response capability. Ultimately, the
amphibious force will consist of 12 LHA/Ds (Tarawa and Wasp classes), 12 LPD—
17s (San Antonio class), and 12 LSD-41/49s (Whidbey Island and Harpers Ferry
class), capable of forming 12 ARGs or operating independently in a “split-ARG” con-
cept of operations.

The San Antonio class (LPD-17) is a critical link in attaining the goal of a mod-
ern 12-ARG amphibious force. The LPD-17 will be a significant improvement in
ameliorating current vehicle stowage shortfalls and meeting other MAGTF lift re-
quirements. The LPD-17 will carry 700 embarked troops and two LCACs, while pro-
viding 25,000 square feet of vehicle stowage space, 36,000 cubic feet of cargo space
and the capacity to accommodate four CH-46 helicopter or a mix of the other rotary
wing Marine aircraft. The LPD-17 will have a robust communications network in-
cluding narrow- and wide-band satellite communications and the ability to connect
directly to the Tactical Telephone System used by ground units ashore via the
Switch Multiplexer Unit (SMU). The LPD-17’s communication suite will provide
multiple pathways to and from the theater while the ARG is combined and similarly
mirror communications capabilities in the “split-ARG” mode.

The Tarawa class LHAs will begin to reach the end of their expected service life
in 2011. A Development of Options Study (DOS) conducted by the Center for Naval
Analyses (CNA) is underway to determine the best course of action to preserve the
land attack and sea control/power projection missions of our large deck amphibious
ships. There are three alternatives being considered: (a) LHA service life extension;
(b) modification of the Wasp class LHD, designated LHD 8; and (c) a new ship des-
ignated the LHX.

An essential component in implementing ship-to-objective maneuver is the Ad-
vanced Amphibious Assault Vehicle, or AAAV. Currently in its demonstration and
validation phase, the AAAV will allow rapid, high-speed transportation of Marine
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combat units directly from amphibious assault ships—located well beyond the visual
horizon—to objectives located well inland. This will effectively eliminate the need
for an operational pause to build up combat power on the beachhead. When fielding
begins in fiscal year 2006, the AAAV will be the most modern and capable amphib-
ious vehicle in the world. The AAAV will have capabilities comparable to infantry
fighting vehicles.

Force protection against TBMs and land-attack cruise missiles is a critical compo-
nent of future forcible entry operations. Scheduled for Fleet operation in fiscal year
1999, the AN/TPS-59(V)3 is the Marine Corps advanced three-dimensional, long-
range radar, and is the MAGTF’s primary means of detecting, identifying, tracking,
and reporting on all aircraft and missiles within the MAGTF area of responsibility.
This improved radar provides land-based air surveillance for the Marine component
of a naval force, and will contribute to the Navy’s Cooperative Engagement Capa-
bility. This system is also capable of detecting and tracking multiple theater ballistic
missiles, with point of origin/point of impact calculations in support of theater mis-
sile defense.

Combined-Arms Operations.—The Short Takeoff or Vertical Landing variant of
the Joint Strike Fighter is critical to conducting combined-arms operations in the
future. The Marine Corps depends heavily upon the use of fully integrated air sup-
port in combined-arms and expeditionary warfare. This approach reinforces expedi-
tionary warfare by radically reducing dependence upon limited armor and artillery
assets. The JSF will replace the Marine AV-8B Harrier and F/A-18 Hornet aircraft,
and is scheduled to reach the initial operating capability phase in 2010. JSF first
delivery of USMC VSTOL type is planned for fiscal year 2008.

The lightweight 155mm towed howitzer (LW155) will replace the aging M198
155 mm towed howitzer as the only artillery system in the Marine Corps inventory.
The LW155 is designed for expeditionary operations requiring light, highly mobile
artillery, and will be transportable by MV-22 Osprey and CH-53E aircraft. The
howitzer’s lighter weight and automated breech, rammer, and digital fire control
computer will provide the MAGTF commander with increased responsiveness and
efficiency. The program is in the engineering and manufacturing development
phase, with initial operational capability scheduled in fiscal year 2003.

Predator is a one-man portable, fire-and-forget missile system capable of defeating
the next generation of advanced armor threats. This system is “soft-launch” capable,
which allows it to be fired from within an enclosure. Additionally, its fly-over, shoot-
down profile gives it an effective range between 17 and 600 meters. The Predator
begins production in fiscal year 2001 for an initial operational capability in fiscal
year 2003 and a full operational capability in fiscal year 2008.

Naval Command and Control Systems

The advance of digital technology has had no greater impact than in the field of
command, control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and recon-
naissance (C4ISR). The capabilities provided by modern C4ISR systems dramatically
changed the way conflicts will be resolved. An innovative, efficient, and well-coordi-
natefd approach to technology infusion is necessary to establish connectivity for joint
warfare.

Command and control afloat is the foundation upon which future naval operations
will be built. This vision requires an integrated and comprehensive command/control
structure to facilitate decisive events ashore. Technologically, this will require supe-
rior sensors and fast and powerful networks that are integrated with deadly weapon
systems. Four of the most prominent C4ISR initiatives include:

Extending the Littoral Battlespace Advanced Concept Technology Demonstration
(ELB ACTD).—The requirements for the ELB ACTD grew out of the Defense
Science Board (DSB) Summer 1996 Study, Tactics and Techniques for 21st Century
Military Superiority. This study recommended the establishment of a joint expedi-
tionary force that is light, agile, potent, and distributed. The focus of the ACTD is
the integration of advances in information technology with industry, the Services
and Defense Agencies to expedite the implementation of the advanced warfighting
concepts outlined in Forward...From The Sea, Operational Maneuver From The
Sea, and Joint Vision 2010.

Global Command and Control System—Maritime (GCCS-M).—GCCS-M is the
Navy’s designated command-and-control (C2) system for entering the 21st Century.
A key enabler of the Navy’s IT-21 Network Centric Warfare initiative, GCCS-M fol-
lows an evolutionary acquisition process to meet emerging fleet requirements rap-
idly. This system supports C2 and tactical intelligence warfighting requirements for
afloat, ashore, and tactical/mobile units. GCCS-M provides timely, accurate, and
complete all-source C4ISR information management and develops a common oper-
ational picture for warfare mission assessment, planning, and execution. The cur-
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rent version of the system software is using the same core software as the joint
GCCS and MAGTF C4I systems. This fielded version also initiates the long-term mi-
gration from UNIX workstation to PC hardware.

Cooperative Engagement Capability (CEC).—CEC is a weapons-control network
that uses revolutionary sensor netting technology to exchange raw sensor measure-
ment data to develop composite air tracks. This capability expands the battlespace
and provides increased situational awareness to the operators. CEC is the founda-
tion network for the development of a single integrated air picture, which is vital
to air dominance in the littoral. CEC also will allow warfighters to make maximum
use of advanced surface-to-air weapons.

The increasingly complex threats in the air-defense arena make it necessary to
link geographically dispersed sensors of differing capabilities with all potential fir-
ing platforms. CEC acts as a force multiplier in that each firing platform benefits
from a force-wide netted sensor input. In addition, the ability to build force-wide
composite tracks means that every participating unit has an identical, real-time tac-
tical picture. Installation of the system in the E-2C Hawkeye aircraft will greatly
expand the CEC envelope to include the ability to conduct overland engagement of
cruise missiles. Further, the E-2C CEC installation, part of the Hawkeye 2000 Pro-
gram, will allow more widely dispersed fleet units to reap the full benefits of this
enhanced capability. CEC achieved initial operational capability in late-September
1996, and was deployed in the Eisenhower battle group in 1998. The Navy continues
to work with the Army and Air Force to expand CEC applications in the joint arena.

Tactical Combat Operations (TCO) System.—TCO is an automated capability for
processing battlefield information. Achieving its initial operating capability in fiscal
year 1996, the TCO System provides the Marines the same automated operations
system currently used by the Navy. This system is built around GCCS-M, which
brings a major increase in interoperability to the services. Currently, the Marine
Expeditionary Force and Marine Expeditionary Unit headquarters elements have an
interim capability, with a full operational capability expected at the end of fiscal
year 1999.

A VISION OF TOMORROW’S CHALLENGES AND SOLUTIONS

The past few years unquestionably demonstrate that the Navy and Marine Corps
continue to play pivotal roles in the protection and advancement of U.S. interests
worldwide. On-scene naval forces conducting peacetime forward presence operations
are frequently the first elements of a measured U.S. response to regional crisis and
aggression. In order to deter aggression, foster peaceful resolution of dangerous con-
flicts, underpin stable foreign markets, encourage democracy, and inspire nations to
join together to resolve global problems, the United States needs a multidimensional
naval force ready to exert influence and extend national power anywhere on the
globe. However, possessing the political will to influence events abroad is not
enough to fulfill U.S. obligations.

Readiness is the foundation of Navy and Marine Corps credibility as indispen-
sable instruments of foreign policy and national resolve. It is the key measure of
survivability and success for naval forces. Today, the most profound challenge to our
nation’s naval forces arises from the mandate to maintain current readiness while
preparing for the needs of the future. We need to recruit and retain quality people
and modernize their equipment. Today, fewer Americans are inclined to serve in the
armed forces. Worries about families, retirement, and day-to-day bills are causing
our people to leave the Navy and Marine Corps for civilian occupations. The cost
of better pay and better retirement is small as compared with the cost of losing
these trained people. For these reasons, it has been and will remain a priority of
the DON to encourage substantial improvement in military compensation. The
President’s budget takes a significant step toward meeting the needs of our Sailors
and Marines.

Sailors and Marines are suffering now not simply from a deficiency in pay, but
from overwork as well. This overwork manifests itself in a pattern of sixty-hour
weeks, of excessive demands between as well as during deployments, and of frustra-
tion because there is too little time and too little equipment to do a good job even
while working strenuously. To address this, the President’s budget includes a pro-
gram for “Smart Work” (described briefly in Chapter 3) whose aim is to improve the
resources with which we work, the environment in which we and our families live,
and the power with which we fight. Further, the Secretary of Defense’s Reform Ini-
tiative (DRI) program, the DON’s Revolution in Business Affairs (RBA), the Navy’s
Information Technology for the 21st Century (IT-21) initiative and the Navy-wide
Intranet, and the Marine Corps’ Reserve Recruiting and Retention Task Force,
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showcase examples of programs and policies that help ensure our efficacy for tomor-
row.
With regard to modernization, Navy and Marine Corps initiatives are based on
a comprehensive assessment of future strategies, interests, requirements, and
threats. Sufficient force levels—people, ships, aircraft, and equipment—to meet
long-term needs are in jeopardy under current funding constraints. Specifically, the
inventory and projected build rate for ships and aircraft, and the lack of funds to
effectively modernize combat equipment will affect naval operations beyond the
FYDP. Unless sufficient funding is provided, the recapitalization and modernization
of the Navy and Marine Corps will necessarily be deferred, in most cases, to fund
current readiness accounts. Another consequence of our aging, maintenance-inten-
sive equipment is its negative effect on productivity and reliability, detrimentally
impacting the quality of life for our people, increasing our retention challenge. The
proposed fiscal year 2000 includes budget increases for modernization and begin to
address concerns for supporting long term force goals.

It is apparent that in an increasingly constrained fiscal environment, innovative
thinking and revolutionary initiatives are imperative to maintain our readiness,
modernize and capitalize our forces, improve our processes, and better serve our na-
tional interests. In the coming year, we will strengthen existing initiatives and
begin a number of new efforts to ensure that our naval forces can perform the mis-
sions the Nation is likely to ask of them. These initiatives include: (1) identifying
and implementing additional cost reduction opportunities across the Department; (2)
taking a more expansive look at our Reserve Forces with regard to potential effi-
ciencies; and, (3) exploring the use of Navy and Marine Corps forces in conjunction
with other agencies and allies as a means to enhance the global economy and U.S.
interests.

Cost Reduction.—This initiative will continue to seek cost reduction opportunities
at a macro level by managing organizations and infrastructure costs concurrently
with the total ownership costs of weapon systems and platforms. In addition, we will
seek ideas designed to cut costs by consolidating individual activities and deleting
redundant functions and also analyze and compare similar components and success-
ful cost reduction processes used by the private sector and foreign navies, adapting
those ideas best suited to the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps. This initiative will work
in concert with the Secretary of the Navy’s Smart Work program, involving manning
initiatives, capital investments, improved working conditions and information sys-
tem investments, as well as with the National Partnership for Reinventing Govern-
ment, and the Defense Reform Initiative (DRI).

Reserves.—We must continue to enhance opportunities for Navy and Marine Corps
Reserves to perform critical missions where minimal active duty capability exists.
For example, some reservists have considerable education and experience in the pri-
vate business sector and could be effectively used in Peacekeeping missions. Another
example is the cadre of Reserves who have significant education and experience in
areas critical to chemical and biological warfare. These individuals, who as civilians
work in research, medical, and academic communities, could provide a CBW re-
sponse capability which could not be sustained by active duty forces without consid-
erable investment.

Global Economy.—We need to continue to capitalize on the forward presence pos-
ture of deployed U.S. armed forces as an instrument of peace to enhance the global
economy. We will improve existing efforts by developing operational concepts for ex-
panding the role of naval forces to shape events throughout the world. Our efforts
will focus on three key elements: (1) the significant likelihood that shaping activities
will occur in or near the littorals; (2) the sizable increase in shaping capacity that
results when joint, multi-agency or allied operations are combined with naval forces;
and (3) growing evidence that shaping can result in both stability and growth of
market economies and democratic societies.

Today, operating forces of the Navy and Marine Corps remains forward deployed
and ready to protect our nation’s interests. We remain the finest naval force in the
world due to efforts of our superb personnel and support of Congress. The chal-
lenges and solutions detailed in this Posture Statement must be addressed for the
benefit of the citizens of the United States, and for the courageous and selfless men
and women who are America’s Navy and Marine Corps.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. General Krulak.
OPENING REMARKS OF GENERAL KRULAK

General KRULAK. Mr. Chairman, Senator Inouye, let me first
thank you both for your kind words, and I mean that sincerely.
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You are correct. On the 30th of June, when I take off this uni-
form, it will be the first time in 70 years that a Krulak has not
worn the uniform of a United States Marine. I mention that only
because if you think that is continuity, it is nothing compared to
the continuity provided by this magnificent body called the Con-
gress of the United States.

You two represent a term that we use in the Marine Corps all
the time, and it is called gung ho. It means work together. And I
do not think that any committee, subcommittee is better rep-
resented by that philosophy than this one where two great Ameri-
cans sit together independent of what party they are in and
produce for this Nation a strong defense.

Jay Johnson and I would like to claim that we are doing it. But
the reality is the Congress raises armies and maintains navies. We
recognize that, and we recognize particularly you two war heroes
and great gentlemen. I just want to tell you, as I walk out the door,
I go out with tremendously fond memories of the man who brought
me in the door so many years ago and who has listened to me and
your unbelievable support of my marines over the years.

And so although you said kind words about me, I think that if
I can be a mirror and reflect them back to you and to your entire
committee, I would do so. On behalf of the Navy-Marine Corps
team, thank you for all that you do for our precious young men and
women of character.

You are right. This is my last time. I have been before this com-
mittee four times. And in the three and a half years that encom-
pass those four times, my testimony has been basically pretty con-
sistent. It starts by saying we are ready now.

When the whistle blows, we are going to put on our helmets. We
are going to put on our flak jackets. We are going to march to the
sound of the guns. We are going to fight and we are going to win.
We are going to guarantee that. We guarantee that.

The second thing that we guarantee: That that near-term readi-
ness comes at great expense. It comes at great expense. Since
Desert Storm and the reduction in the defense budgets, we have
been forced to deal with what we call near-term readiness, the
health of our Corps versus long-term readiness or the wellness of
our Corps.

Since Desert Storm, we have had to make some tough decisions
that involved reductions in our procurement, infrastructure, and
quality of life accounts. We did that to meet your mandated re-
quirement that we be the Nation’s expeditionary force in readiness,
that force most ready when the Nation is least ready.

We have also maintained the Defense Department’s desires that
readiness be a top priority. In doing so, that has cost us dearly in
our long-term readiness.

Simply stated, our equipment is old. It wears out rapidly. It
takes more money to buy the spare parts to fix that equipment. It
spends more time in the maintenance bay. It takes longer for our
young marines, men and women of character, to maintain that
equipment.

Because it is in the maintenance bays longer, it is not available
for training. Because it is not available for training, it takes longer
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to tlrain our marines. And it becomes a very vicious and destructive
cycle.

The budget we are looking at today provides the first glimmer of
hope in attacking this critical problem before your Marine Corps—
it begins to address procurement, infrastructure and quality of life.
It is a step in the right direction, and I confess it is a very welcome
step.

Unfortunately, I think we all agree it still falls short of address-
ing some of the critical requirements for this year and the out
years. As I have testified before, it does no good to throw money
at the short-term operation and maintenance (O&M) problem if we
forget about the long-term problem of modernization.

This committee knows better than any that the world is chang-
ing. It is changing rapidly and in ways that I am not sure America
is fprepared to understand, certainly that they have not experienced

efore.

The days of what I call armed conflict between nation states is
waning. We see the tip of the iceberg every day. We see ethnic, reli-
gious, cultural and tribal conflict, asymmetric warfare, enemies
who have seen our awesome capability on CNN and who will at-
tempt to negate our strengths while capitalizing on our weak-
nesses.

Terrorism, information warfare, economic disruption, chem-bio
threats will become as dangerous to this Nation as what you and
I refer to as major theater war. Your Marine Corps has never been
focused on the major theater war, what I call the Russian bear. We
fight across the spectrum of conflict. That is what we have always
done. That is what we will always do.

We are in many ways the Nation’s insurance policy against
asymmetric conflict, and we are a very inexpensive insurance pol-
icy.

I would be remiss, as I walk out the door, if I did not express
my deepest respect again to this body, my respect, appreciation, my
admiration for what you do as individuals and for what you do as
a body.

In my opinion, you are the patriots in the truest sense of the
word. You have taken on a job that is very difficult and one that
many in this country would not take on for all the money in the
world, and you are not getting paid that much.

I would also be remiss if I did not mention the people who sit
behind you, your staff. I will tell you, I have never met a greater
bunch of patriots and knowledgeable individuals than the staff that
supports you. And so, as I walk out the door, I not only applaud
this committee, but I applaud those who work behind the scenes.
They are as much a patriot as anybody else.

Thank you very much and “Semper Fidelis.”

Senator STEVENS. Admiral Johnson.

OPENING REMARKS OF ADMIRAL JOHNSON

Admiral JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Inouye,
Senator Bond.

I am grateful to be back before the committee. I would like to en-
dorse what has been said about my friend and my shipmate, Gen-
eral Charles Chandler Krulak. And let the record show, indeed, he
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is a proud Marine and a great leader, but he is also my friend, and
I, too, will miss him when he steps ashore this year.

General KRULAK. Thank you.

Admiral JOHNSON. I must also note to his first words, what he
said about the leadership of this committee and what that means
to us and to our country.

And I would commend to anyone’s reading the chapter in Mr.
Brokaw’s book, “The Greatest Generation,” on Senator Inouye. It
ought to be required reading for every American to understand
from whence you gentlemen have come. And it is hard for me to
describe the comfort and reassurance that brings people like Chuck
Krulak and Jay Johnson and Richard Danzig when we are dealing
with tough but very important issues of national defense. And I
thank you, gentlemen, for your service and your leadership.

I will say a couple of words about the Navy, if I could, and then
we can talk in more detail later, but just to make a couple of
points, sir.

The operating tempo you know for us is very high. I would cat-
egorize it as sustainable for now within our six-month maximum
deployment policy. The tempo and the work load on the non-
deployed side of our lives is clearly, clearly too high. We are hard
at work on many things to fix that. It needs to be fixed now.

The readiness out forward is still good. We are very proud of
that. Desert Fox is a classic example. When asked to execute, we
executed and we did it very well.

But at home, our readiness has eroded. That readiness bathtub
we talk about is still very much too deep. Recruiting and retention
for us are problematic. I am very happy to say that in the recruit-
ment of sailors thus far this fiscal year we have met our numbers.
But I also would remind you that February, March, April and May
are historically the toughest time of the year. So we know we have
got major challenges ahead and we are working those very hard.

I, too, would like to just stress the importance of the pay triad—
the pay raise, pay table reform, Redux repeal—as a matter of ut-
most importance in this budget. I believe it is fundamental and
must underpin everything else we do to help us in recruiting, to
help us in retention for sure and to better sustain the fleet we
know we need.

The No. 1 priority spinning out of that for the Navy in the short-
term clearly is our people. The pay, as I just described, OPTEMPO
in providing them stability at home.

My No. 1 long-term concern is building enough ships and aircraft
to recapitalize the force. We need a minimum of 305 ships fully
manned, adequately trained, and properly equipped, and we need
between 150 and 210 aircraft per year to sustain the force that is
centered around twelve aircraft carrier battle groups and twelve
amphibious ready groups.

As always, Mr. Chairman, your Navy is very grateful for this
committee’s support as your sailors continue to stand the watch
proudly out forward where it counts.

Thank you very much.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you all very much.

The two of us appreciate your comments. My friend deserves
them a great deal more than I do.
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We have some really enormous problems as I mentioned when
we began. Let me read to you a statement that Secretary Cohen
made. If we get an $11 billion bill we have not budgeted for, we
have to take it out of our modernization or operations, and that is
a major concern we have.

Now, this bill that we all voted for does a lot of things. It even
makes the Government Issue (GI) Bill benefits transferable to a
spouse or children and takes $3 billion out of our readiness account
to pay for education.

It 1s not the Montgomery concept of increasing the education of
people in the armed services. It is an additional benefit to those
who have served, but it goes to a spouse or a child. In retrospect,
now, I seriously question that. As a matter of fact, I think I voted
against it on the floor. But it is really a problem to us to con-
template how to deal with the cost of S. 4.

S. 4

So let me ask you first, Secretary Danzig, have you costed out
the effect of S. 4 on the Navy and people under your area of the
military?

Secretary DANZIG. Mr. Chairman, I think you are on to a very
important theme. We, all of us, are very enthusiastic about expand-
ing the pay and the benefits of service members. I think the mili-
tary members do not enter the service for pay advantages.

But if we fall into a circumstance where we are not paying them
enough and bills distract them, we cause them to flee from what
they really want to do, which is to serve our Nation as, in our case,
sailors and marines. So efforts to increase the well-being of sailors
and marines in these contexts are very important to us.

We found that we could fund the basic triad that I know you
have embraced, an increase in pay at the level of 4.4 percent, a
change in the pay table that rewards promotion and acceleration
and gives some people pay raises of as much as 9.9 percent, and
also a movement away from the Redux system so that people get
50 percent retirements.

We know that activities beyond that are frequently very desir-
able but, as your comments suggest, costly. For example, a tenth
of a percent of further increase in pay yields to an O4 after ten
years of service, about $11 more a month in his paycheck. It brings
his pay increase from $127 or so to $138 in approximate terms.

That is a valuable thing, but it costs us $20 million a year as we
progress out and will do every year in the future. And we can give
you obvious cost numbers for all of the other components associated
with this.

The crucial question, I think, is how do you pay for these. From
my standpoint, the important thing is to make sure we do not pay
for them from other aspects of our program.

I think an aviator, for example, cares very much about getting
a substantial pay raise, but he cares, I think, even more about his
ability to fly, to do what he came into the Navy to do and making
sure he has the spare parts and the platforms to be able to do that,
that he is flying safe equipment, making sure that our sailors and
marines are working in acceptable environments and that they can
perform those missions.
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Those are all very important, and what we have to do is find a
way to balance what we are doing on the pay side and other activi-
ties with our needs for readiness, for modernization, for quality of
life and other respects. Doing that requires the kind of calculus
that you are encouraging, and I applaud it.

Senator STEVENS. Did the Navy get any increase as it went
through the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) allocation
process this year in the budget review?

Secretary DANZIG. Yes.

Senator STEVENS. How much?

Secretary DANzIG. Well, the exact numbers vary, in part, accord-
ing to the calculus. I think what you will find is, compared to the
lists of added requests from the Commandant and the Chief of
Naval Operations (CNO), they bought something between 50 and
60 percent of what they wanted. We can give you the exact num-
bers for the record.

[The information follows:]

The topline relief provided for in the fiscal year 2000 President’s Budget gave the
Navy an additional 519 billion over the Future Years Defense Program, $2.4 billion

in fiscal year 2000. This additional funding allowed the Navy to address its most
critical readiness, recapitalization and modernization needs.

Senator STEVENS. But the Marines decline as compared to the
fiscal year 1999 and the fiscal year 2000 budget. How did that hap-
pen?

Secretary DANZIG. I am sorry. The Marines’ total allocation, you
mean?

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE ACCOUNT

Senator STEVENS. Our Marine Corps, particularly operation and
maintenance, is down in 2000 compared to 1999, and yet there was
additional money received from OSD. How did that happen?

Secretary DANzZIG. Well, what has happened with the operations
and maintenance account is that the account was revalued to take
account of changes in, for example, oil pricing and inflation.

We found that we are able, in fact, to maintain more equipment
and the like given our recognition that oil pricing, for example, is
at $10 a barrel. So the practical reality is that the Marine Corps
and the Navy both are achieving an increase in their spares capa-
bility, in their ability to sustain flying hours and ability to
operate

Senator STEVENS. Mr. Secretary, that is just not true. That is the
problem. Our reading is the allocation savings in fuel and inflation
still result in the Marine Corps operation maintenance account
being down for the fiscal year 2000 compared to 1999.

Secretary DANzIG. What I am trying to suggest, Mr. Chairman,
is if you look at the benefits of the account, that is, how many fly-
ing hours are sustained, how many purchases of spare parts, how
much ammunition is bought, you will find increases in the actual
numbers of capabilities that are being bought because the per unit
price is lower than it was previously. And we have captured those
savings and allocated them to the Navy and Marine Corps rather
than return them to the Treasury. Perhaps——

Senator STEVENS. The trouble is the budget captures a savings
in fuel and in interest and the basic exchange differences and allo-
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cates it across the board, and then you come back and say but,
look, these are lesser costs, so they are going to get more done. You
cannot allocate that savings twice.

Watch that clock, will you?

Secretary DANZIG. Could I just make one comment, Mr. Chair-
man.

Senator STEVENS. It is Senator Inouye’s time. The clock is screw-
ing up on us.

Secretary DANZIG. OK. Sorry.

TACTICAL BALLISTIC DEFENSE

Senator INOUYE. Mr. Secretary, Admiral and General, last night
by chance I was surfing the TV set and came across a documentary
on the Barbary Coast pirates, and I got a lesson in history as to
how the phrase from the shores of Tripoli came in and the exploits
of Lt. Steven Decatur. And now we are talking about tactical bal-
listic defense.

And, if I may ask any one of you here, we have been funding this
sea-based tactical ballistic missile defense system. Can you tell us
how the plans are proceeding? You have asked for $617 million.

Secretary DANzIG. Well, perhaps I can comment first and then
the CNO might want to add.

I am enthusiastic about these programs. I think that the Navy
area of missile defense and theater ballistic missile defense are
both robust programs with enormous potential. We have had sub-
stantial discussion within the Pentagon directly with OSD, about
the appropriate levels for funding these programs. And from my
standpoint, there has been an evolution to a recognition that the
Navy programs represent a substantial opportunity for the Nation
and that they warrant robust funding.

The theater high altitude area defense (THAAD) program con-
tinues as a land-based system from my standpoint. That is fine.
The Navy program has an opportunity to be technologically tested,
as does the THAAD program.

We are going to be running a substantial number of tests over
these next two years, and I think they will enable us to fully vali-
date and demonstrate the capabilities of the Navy system and then
make a decision as to how much money to put towards its
deployability. Our area achievements should be evident over the
next year or two as a result of those and our theater in the wake
of that. Maybe the CNO would like to add to that.

Admiral JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, I would. Senator
Inouye, I share the Secretary’s enthusiasm for the Navy systems.
I believe they are the right answer for the country, and they are
part of the overall kit that we need to field for theater ballistic mis-
sile defense. Indeed, the area system for us is priority one, and it
is well in hand, I would report.

When I saw you at the Pacific Command (PACOM) change of
command in Hawaii, I also spent a great deal of time at the Pacific
Missile Range Facility and talked to the team out there. Also one
of the two Aegis cruisers we have with area theater capability in
the build right now is at Pearl Harbor and I spent time on the
U.S.S. Port Royal. It is a very impressive, very aggressive program
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that will be, as the Secretary said, fielded here in the next two
years.

We have the tracking capability right now on those linebacker
ships. We will have the missiles embedded in those ships within
the year, and that will give us an area capability that will allow
us to protect ourselves, our marines, our troops, our friends in close
to the battle space.

The theater system which follows out of that is also subject to
extensive tests. We believe that we are being supported now at a
level, in my opinion, that has changed greatly over the last couple
of years. That is the right answer. We cannot wait to get started.

Senator INOUYE. I, for one, am convinced that this is a key weap-
ons system in our national arsenal—not just in the Navy one. So
far your testing has shown that it not only has the potential, but
it Wi;l do the job. Will $617 million do the job for this coming fiscal
year?

Admiral JOHNSON. Yes, sir. The answer, sir, my answer to that
and then I would defer to the Secretary is that that will keep us
on the aggressive test plan profile that we need right now.

I believe we need to field both the area and theater systems as
fast as we can sanely do that. This funding profile starts us—actu-
ally, it continues us on the area side—but starts the theater system
down that path, I think, with renewed vigor with a time line that
gives us the option to field that system with block one capability
in about the 2007 time frame.

My personal view is that as the tests evolve and go the way we
think they are going to go, there will be opportunity to pull that
with additional investment forward to about the 2005 time frame.
And that is the construct as I see it.

Senator INOUYE. Mr. Secretary.

Secretary DANZIG. I would agree with that. At the moment I feel
that the questions and the issues that we need to address in the
near term on this program are technological. We are funded at ap-
propriate levels now. We may have opportunities for more funding
later if the technological results are productive.

Senator INOUYE. I have no idea of what the outcome will be on
our current debate on the ballistic missile defense system. That is
why your system seems to be the best thing we have got going
right now. At least it can knock out the Scuds and the Nodongs,
and that is what concerns us at this point.

Admiral JOHNSON. Yes, sir. Our obligation to you is that we will
proceed down the path of sanity, as I describe it, in terms of the
construct and test of these systems so that we can field both the
area system and the theater system and then present them to the
country. That is my objective.

Senator STEVENS. What about the national system?

Secretary DANZIG. The national system is a central focus, of
course, for OSD. My feeling is that we have got a logical sequence
here in what the CNO calls the path of sanity. We need to dem-
onstrate and field the area system. We need to work through the
problems associated with the theater system.

I think Navy ballistic missile defense does pose an opportunity
in terms of national missile defense. But it is an opportunity that
is technologically further out and more demanding, as you well
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know, having treaty compliance issues associated with it, because
the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty explicitly opposes or re-
stricts or prevents a deployment at sea.

But at the moment it is the technology, not the treaty that con-
strains us, and I am in favor of developing Navy theater strike for-
wardly now.

Senator STEVENS. I will get into that later. Go ahead, Senator.
I interrupted you. But that is not my understanding of that situa-
tion either. Sorry about that.

FORD ISLAND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Senator INOUYE. Mr. Secretary, the Navy has submitted legisla-
tion to authorize a Ford Island development program. Can you tell
us what the status is now or tell us why you are enthusiastic about
it? It is a leading question.

Secretary DANZzIG. Right, but I am happy to be led there. We are
very enthusiastic about the possibilities on Ford Island. Our mili-
tary construction budgets are, of course, restrained. But if we can
involve a public-private venture for the development of Ford Island,
we can get great benefit from this property and at the same time
working with a private developer, develop barracks and other kinds
of family housing and other kinds of facilities as well as give the
State of Hawaii a center on Ford Island that they can use in good
ways.

We need legislative authorization for such a public-private ven-
ture, and I expect we will be requesting it in the immediate future.
It gives us a very efficient use of property that otherwise stands
fallow and unused.

Senator INOUYE. This concept is not unique or new, is it? It has
been employed?

Secretary DANZzIG. No. That is correct. We are using public-pri-
vate ventures in a number of locations on the continental United
States, for example, in Washington State at Everett, in San Diego
with respect to housing. We have used it in Texas, and it has yield-
ed to us the advantages of a private developer’s efficiency and
imagination and flexibility while at the same time not absorbing
Navy resources.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Bond.

Senator BOND. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And I
would certainly concur on behalf of the other members of the sub-
committee with the very kind words that the general and others
and the admiral mentioned about the leadership of this committee.

AMMUNITION

General Krulak, we, too, have enjoyed having the opportunity to
work with you on this committee and appreciate your great service.

One of the things that I think struck many of us very, very heav-
ily was—and I have heard so many of my colleagues repeat it—the
story that you told this past holiday of a past holiday season con-
cerning the young marine standing his post who, when you ques-
tioned him about what he most wanted, thinking he would prob-
ably say he wanted to be home or with his family simply responded
more ammunition.
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Well, that really tells a tremendous story. And we understand
that you have an unfunded requirement for small arms ammo.
Could you give us an idea of the extent of that requirement and
what do we need to do to make sure that that young marine and
all the others who are in harm’s way have the ammo they need?

General KRULAK. Yes, sir. We are short two types of ammunition.
One of them is a 7.62 ammunition. The shortage is about $5 mil-
lion. And in 5.56, the shortage is about $9.7 million. So we can
solve the entire problem for less than $15 million.

Senator BOND. Thank you, sir. That certainly ought to be a very
high priority.

General KRULAK. Yes, sir, it is.

Senator BOND. I cannot think of any more serious problem than
sending somebody out without the ammo.

F/A—18E/F

Mr. Secretary, it is no secret that I have a great deal of interest
in the Navy’s F/A-18E/F program. I understand that the combat
capability and the survivability is essential for the brave men and
women who fly them, and I have heard the Department of Defense
laud it, and I gather it has achieved the milestones. And I, also,
understand that, as we are sitting here today, it is completing car-
rier “quals” and sea trials. They tell me it is called bagging of traps
and cats off the coast a few hundred miles southeast of here. We
have heard anecdotal stories from some of the pilots. Some of them
say that if I had to go to war today, this is an aircraft I would want
to be in.

Well, let me ask you first, Mr. Secretary, can you give your pro-
fessional views on the aircraft, its viability, its versatility and its
need?

Secretary DANZIG. Yes, Senator. I have spent a fair amount of
time looking at this program. I have also had discussions with the
CNO and the Secretary of Defense about it. I am very enthusiastic
about it. I think it brings us a capability that we highly value,
which is a greatly increased strike capability.

It adds two weapon stations beyond the F/A-18C/D, its prede-
cessor. It is 25 percent larger; therefore, it gives us more avionics
and weapons capability. It has a 40 percent greater range capa-
bility. It has refueling and tanking possibilities that are very wel-
come.

What is most remarkable to me about this is that in acquiring
an airplane that is some 25 percent bigger, we have also managed
to maintain its fighter capabilities at a level that, if anything, ex-
ceeds those of the “C” and “D”. So I think of this, to use a basket-
ball analogy, something like a seven-foot plus center that has all
of that kind of scoring potential and at the same time has the agil-
ity of a point guard.

You cannot be all things to all people, and it is not the absolutely
maximal fighter aircraft, but it does do an extraordinary job of
blending strike and fighter capabilities.

As an acquisition program, I am very impressed with it. It is on
time. It is underweight. It is slightly under budget. I regard these
as very great achievements.
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From time to time problems have been shown in the course of its
4,000 hours of flight testing. That seems to me to be entirely appro-
priate. We have been very straightforward and visible about those.

I regard problems as like the labor pains of giving birth. You en-
counter these kinds of things. All the ones that I have seen that
have struck me of any significance have been resolved, and I am
very optimistic about the program.

The CNO has hands-on experience as an aviator. And if we can
take a moment more, I will yield to him with respect to some fur-
ther particulars.

Senator BOND. Maybe he can tell us about the seven-foot center
that shoots three pointers from the outer perimeter. Maybe he can
add something on that.

Secretary DANZIG. I should say this is nothing like my own bas-
ketball game.

Admiral JOHNSON. The Secretary has said it very well, Senator
Bond. And I would only add that from a pilot’s perspective—not a
test pilot, but an old guy pilot—I would tell you that for an air-
plane that is 25 percent larger, it flies smaller, if you know what
I mean. From a flying quality standpoint, it is very tight, very, very
impressive.

When it comes to the business of generating combat power,
which after all is what it is all about, it also—when you balance
it—a wing of F/A-18E/F’s against a wing, an air wing of F/A-18C/
D’s—the phenomenal numbers I have stuck in my head would tell
me that I can service twice as many targets in half the time with
li third of the combat losses. That is a very impressive performance

it.

When you take the airplane as it is and look at the key perform-
ance parameters by which it must be measured, we are very satis-
fied with that airplane. And, indeed, we have got two of them, an
E and an F, out on U.S.S. Harry S. Truman right now.

And the bagging of cats and traps is, indeed, what they are
doing. But I will put it another way and tell you that they are into
the serious business of heavyweight asymmetrical cat and traps,
you know. They are really ringing it out.

I checked before I came over here. They are a little over a third
of the way through with this at-sea phase. They are very pleased
with what they have seen so far.

So we feel very good about the F/A-18E/F. It is ready for full rate
production. Our budget reflects that, and we would like to put it
into multiyear as a result of that, sir.

Senator BOND. Admiral, I understand that the E and F has a sig-
nificantly enhanced bring back capability with the——

Admiral JOHNSON. Yes, sir.

Senator BOND [continuing]. Say, for example, the joint standoff
weapons load out. And could you address that and the tactical
functional maneuvering capability in a wartime environment?

Admiral JOHNSON. Yes, sir.

JOINT STANDOFF WEAPON (JSOW)

Senator BOND. I think those two items are important.
Admiral JOHNSON. Indeed. The JSOW, first of all, is a wonderful
weapon. It is a weapon that we have all committed to. We have
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had great support from the Congress. We have fielded that weapon
now, and we are using it, and we are most impressed with the re-
sults.

Having said that, I would tell you that the airplanes that are
carrying it right now for us, the F/A-18C’s that are in the Arabian
Gulf, it is advertised to carry two JSOWSs. I will tell you as a prac-
tical matter, as an operational tactical load matter, if you carry two
JSOWs in an F-18C, you are either going to have to shoot one of
them or dump one of them in the water to bring it back aboard be-
cause you exceed the max landing weight of the airplane. The F-
18—

Senator BOND. You can only bring back one JSOW.

Admiral JOHNSON. That is correct. And if you look at the configu-
rations they are carrying in the Gulf right now, indeed, they are
only carrying a single JSOW. The F/A-18E/F will carry four
JSOWSs out and bring four back if it has to. That is an example of
where we are.

Another characteristic that is probably worth just mentioning
briefly is the wing that we have today when you send those Hor-
nets into the threat area, you send the Hornets and you also send
EAG6B’s or other Hornets for suppression of enemy air defense. So
you have two packages. You have got one of the strike birds and
one of the suppression of enemy air defenses (SEAD) birds.

When you get to the E-F because of the extra stations, because
of all the things that the Secretary touched on, you will be able to
take those eleven or twelve airplanes and send six Super Hornets
and they can do suppression by themselves. They can carry the
armed missiles by themselves. So those are the kinds of real world
trades and upgrades, if you will, that this represents. So we are
very much committed to it as you can tell.

Senator BOND. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and thank
you, Mr. Secretary.

Senator STEVENS. I think that is music to my friend’s ears here.

Senator BOND. Well, it helps. It does not hurt today a bit.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Durbin.

Senator DURBIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thanks, Mr.
Secretary, Admiral Johnson and General Krulak. I am in big trou-
ble here because I do not know what a JSOW is. But I am new to
the committee and my staff is working on it.

Admiral JOHNSON. Joint standoff weapon, sir. Sorry. We acronym
ourself to death.

General KRULAK. Nothing to do with pigs.

S. 4

Senator DURBIN. I am glad to know that.

The chairman addressed S. 4 that we considered a couple of
weeks ago. There were eight of us that voted against this bill. And
I do not believe there is a single person in the Senate who does not
want to increase the compensation and retirement benefits of those
serving in the military, as well as increasing recruitment and re-
tention. But by the time that bill was finished on the Senate floor
after not a minute of hearings in committee, we had increased the
amount requested by some $17 billion over the President’s budget
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without a clue as to how it was going to be paid for. I did not be-
lieve that was a responsible thing to do.

But I want to ask you point blank. Some of the things I have
been told about recruitment and retention in the Navy are of great
concern. And I noticed in your statement which you have presented
to the committee you acknowledge problems that you have had in
this area, the Navy recruiting shortfall of 6,892 sailors in fiscal
year 1998, equally challenging in 1999.

Can you tell me something about what you have done to come
to an understanding as to why these shortfalls have occurred?

Secretary DANZIG. Yes. With respect to recruitment, my feeling
coming in, and I know the CNO’s on having reviewed it earlier,
was that most immediately we had a need to put more recruiters
in the field. We fielded 3,500 recruiters for the Navy in the pre-
vious fiscal year. We will over the course of this month get to 4,500
recruiters with respect to this fiscal year.

Those additional 1,000 recruiters, almost a 30 percent increase,
buy us a very substantial increment in capability with regard to re-
cruiting. And, as the CNO has commented, we have been on track
with respect to recruiting this year. So I think that is a major step.

Congress has also helped us and we have directly addressed the
question of advertising and we have increased the amount of adver-
tising. We have noted that the Marine Corps success in 43 months
of unbroken meeting recruiting goals correlates not only with an
emphasis on this area in the Marine Corps and a full funding of
billets, but also with additional stations for recruiters. We are ex-
panding the number of naval stations so as to increase our out-
reach to communities.

We have done a number of things on the management side as
well, and together I think we produced a likelihood that we are
going to meet our Navy recruiting goals this year. I stand with you.
I think that is very important.

Senator DURBIN. Now, do you have to reduce your standards for
recruitment, for example, on the requirement of a high school di-
ploma? Bring me up-to-date on what is happening there.

Secretary DANzIG. Thank you for asking about that. Senator
Inouye also mentioned that in the opening comments, and I am
glad to address it.

The Navy is meeting the DOD standard of recruiting 90 percent
of our graduates with high school diplomas. The question for me,
as a manager, and for the CNO was did we want to sustain a level
of 95 percent high school graduates or aim at the 90 target, which
was the OSD established standard.

I think it is fair to say that a high school diploma is a relevant
criterion, and on balance, I like people with high school diplomas.
They have demonstrated a stick-to-itiveness that is desirable.

The question for us was are we overemphasizing that and can we
do better in recruitment if, for an additional 5 percent of our re-
cruits, we do not insist that they have a high school diploma but
look at some other criteria. And my conclusion was yes. It is the
right thing to do, to shift the emphasis for that 5 percent, some
2,600 recruits, from requiring a high school diploma to looking at
other criteria.



111

What are those other criteria? Test scores, employment history,
character references.

My feeling was, we are taking some high school graduates who
have below average test scores. They are very capable. They fall be-
tween the 30th and 50th percentile of the population. But I have
non-high school graduates who score much higher in the top half
of the population.

Do I want to take those people with higher test scores, especially
in critical skill areas, rather than pursue the last high school grad-
uate who has lower test scores. My answer was, well, yes, if I can
be assured that they have the characteristics of stick-to-itiveness
that high school graduates have. How can I do that?

Answer: We know by looking at employment history and by tak-
ing people who are somewhat older. The average high school grad-
uate may be 18 years old. Let us focus on 19-year-olds and older.
Let us insist that these people have an employment history imme-
diately before coming in that stretches back over a year. Let us in-
sist on character references which we do not normally insist upon.

So I do not regard this as a lowering of standards. I view this
as a shift to people who are proven performers in quite another
context. And it seems to me we are in no significant risk when we
take in 2,600 people of this kind rather than pursuing the ump-
teel(lith high school graduate whose test scores are nowhere near as
good.

Senator DURBIN. That is a valuable perspective on that issue. I
am glad you told us that. I would like to ask several parochial
questions.

GREAT LAKES NAVAL CENTER

One, let us focus on Great Lakes for a moment here. Are you fa-
miliar with the Navy’s plans to privatize certain services of Great
Lakes Naval Center?

Secretary DANZIG. I have paid a fair amount of attention to the
Great Lakes issues and been out there and talked with them. I
have not looked in detail at the privatization there. We have
pushed the expansion of Great Lakes.

Go ahead. Sorry.

Senator DURBIN. If I might, I will save my follow-up questions
for a more direct conversation or in writing. But it is my under-
standing that there is an effort underway to privatize or basically
to sell off to North Chicago, an adjoining community, the water
plant as well as the sewage services, and they are very anxious to
get involved in that discussion. So I will follow up with you on that.

Secretary DANZIG. I look forward to that, Senator.

AVONDALE SHIPYARD

Senator DURBIN. Can I ask you about a more contentious issue
that has become somewhat national in nature, and that is the
Avondale shipyard. We have received notice—primarily from the
American Federation of Labor-Congress Industrial Organization
(AFL-CIO), but from others—about ongoing concerns of the treat-
ment of workers there, the amount being paid, the number of for-
eign workers, the safety of the workplace and perhaps the misuse
of funds for legal expenses.
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I know you have received a lot of letters from the members of
Congress on this issue. Can you tell me the extent of your inves-
tigation of this problem?

Secretary DANzIG. Yes. This is an issue which, as you say, has
been raised several times. It is one that warrants Navy attention.
The regulations are very clear that we are not to take sides with
respect to a labor dispute, and even mediative activities and so
forth should be undertaken by other government agencies. We have
talked with the Department of Labor about that. I have asked the
General Counsel’s office within the Navy to look at the inclusion
of legal fees in the cost base and make a judgment about whether
they are appropriately included.

The litigation, as you may know, is now before a court of appeals.
I am hopeful that the labor situation at Avondale will be resolved
over these next several months. From the Navy’s standpoint, the
achievement of a resolution is a desirable thing.

Senator DURBIN. I will ask one last and specific question. I want
to be sure I understand this if you can answer it.

Secretary DANZIG. Sure.

Senator DURBIN. Here we have a union election at this shipyard
and, as I understand it, the workers voted to unionize. The man-
agement then contested that election, and they have pursued their
legal rights administratively and in the courts.

And the question that has been asked of me and I ask of you,
does the United States Navy now pay for the company’s legal ex-
penses to contest this union election? Is that legal for the Navy to
make that payment?

Secretary DANZIG. And the answer is that the Navy recognizes
as a legitimate cost in the cost base that we are paying for legal
fees. And legal fees are appropriately included to the extent they
are within the range of reasonableness. I have asked our General
Counsel to look at whether Avondale’s expenditures in those re-
gards—and our procurement activities—to look at whether
Avondale’s expenditures in those regards exceed that range.

Senator DURBIN. So it is the amount that you are interested in
as opposed to the principle of whether or not a taxpayer should be
paying a company’s efforts to, in effect, reverse a union election?

Secretary DANZIG. I am interested in the principle as well. But
there is some discussion in the context of revising the Federal Ac-
quisition Regulations about whether these fees should be includ-
able or not, and that issue is one that needs to be resolved at a
federal level and the Navy does not have, I think, the power to
make an individual determination about it.

Senator DURBIN. My time is up, but I agree with you completely.
We should address that because there is some very serious concern
among some members as to whether or not taxpayers should be
subsidizing this legal effort. Thank you very much.

Secretary DANZIG. Thank you, Senator.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Harkin.

Senator HARKIN. I want to follow up, Mr. Secretary, on that di-
rectly. Are you telling me and are you telling us that as Secretary
of the Navy, you do not have the authority to disallow legal fees
submitted to the Navy by Avondale that are being used to overturn
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or to thwart a legitimate, legal election by the workers? Are you
telling me you do not have that authority?

Secretary DANZzIG. The legal fees incurred here are incurred by
Avondale’s contending that the election was not an appropriate
one. That went first to the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB)
and is now on appeal.

So, the issue for us is, is it a reasonable legal fee as a part of
the cost base for Avondale to exercise its legal rights to appeal,
first, to the NLRB and then to the court.

As I say, I have asked the General Counsel to make a judgment
with regard to that, but the question pivots on the reasonableness
of the fees. I do not have the power as the Secretary of the Navy
to say as such that expenditures on litigation in this kind of con-
text are not inappropriate or unacceptable.

Did I say that clearly enough?

Senator HARKIN. So you do not have that authority?

Secretary DANZIG. I do not have that authority.

Senator HARKIN. Whether they are reasonable or not.

Secretary DaNzIG. Exactly.

Senator HARKIN. All right, fine. I understand that.

I understand that Avondale recently refused access to inspectors
from the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
seeking to examine the company’s injury records. In the course of
OSHA'’s prior inspections, work had to be stopped in several loca-
tions because of imminent dangers to workers present in
Avondale’s yard.

Is this factual? Do you know about that?

Secretary DANZzIG. Yes. I cannot say that I know about any re-
fusal of permission for OHSA’s access.

Senator HARKIN. Would you find out for me?

Secretary DANZIG. Certainly.

[The information follows:]

Avondale recently refused OSHA access to employee injury and sickness records,
asserting the request was overly broad and would violate its employees’ privacy
rights. OSHA did not request the Navy’s assistance, but at OSHA’s behest a Federal
magistrate ordered Avondale to provide the requested records. We believe Avondale
is appealing this ruling.

Currently, OSHA has access to Avondale’s facilities and has advised us that it ex-

pects to complete its inspection of alleged safety or health hazards at Avondale by
June 1999, but otherwise has refused to comment on the ongoing investigation.

Senator HARKIN. I am told that they refused access for OSHA in-
spectors. Now, it seems to me, Mr. Secretary, that someone being
paid by the taxpayers in making our ships for the Navy to refuse
the right of OSHA inspectors to come in is something that we
should not condone. Find out for me if that is factual.

Secretary DANZIG. I will.

Senator HARKIN. And I would like to know about that.

I am also told that Avondale has one of the highest death rates,
three times the death rate of any other shipyards making ships for
%h% Navy. I have also been told—all kinds of information the AFL-

10.

Let me say this. If only a third of it is accurate, we have a real
problem there. And I have found usually the AFL-CIO gives me
pretty darn good and accurate information. I have got to tell you
that.
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They told me that last year for no reason—in 1997, 200 Indian
welders worked at Avondale under H2B visas approved by the U.S.
Government. Yet they go on to say that qualified workers in the
New Orleans area would like to work full-time at Avondale for the
prevailing industry wage for about a third more than what
Avondale pays. So they have plenty of workers there. Yet they have
200 people coming in under H2B visas. Is that factual?

Secretary DANzIG. They do have a significant number of people
coming in under those visas, and we have talked directly with the
Department of Labor about this.

The one thing I would note, Senator, is that there are, I think,
two separate questions here. One is the character of any given
piece of conduct—the appeal of an election, the openness to OSHA,
the accident rates.

The other is the question of whether the Navy is an appropriate
entity to do that. And it is the second question that gives me con-
siderable pause as Secretary of the Navy. I do not think, for exam-
ple, that the Navy is the appropriate entity to adjudicate whether
an election was appropriately conducted or whether a union should
be certified. That falls within the domain of the NLRB.

And, similarly, the issue of visas is one that is a Department of
Labor issue in conjunction with the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service. And though I have a real interest in this and have
had direct discussions myself with the Deputy Secretary of Labor,
it is not an issue that I can take action with regard to.

Senator HARKIN. I am going to get to an important point. I am
told that a judge has found that Avondale broke the law more than
a hundred times, including illegally firing 28 workers.

Now, it seems to me, again, if this goes on and on and on that
you cannot just wash your hands of it, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary DANzIG. I agree with that.

Senator HARKIN. It seems to me you have got to get a grip on
this one. And I really believe that some action has to be taken.

What I would like to know is do we have to do something? Is
there something that we have to do here that will enable you to
take some positive action?

As I said, I will not swear that all the facts I am giving you are
true. I am just saying that this is what I have been given.

Now, I am going to tell you one fact that is true. You should
write this name down.

Sidney Jasmin was one of the workers I met with last year. He
came up here to see me about this issue, and then he was fired.
The National Labor Relations Board basically has issued a charge
asserting this is in retaliation for his visiting with members of Con-
gress. Now, that really does disturb me, that someone comes up
here exercising their legitimate, constitutional right and they get
retaliated against.

Secretary DANZIG. Senator, if I can, I will just suggest three ave-
nues here. One is what we have already discussed. It is entirely
plausible and this body can well speak to this point to change the
Federal Acquisition Regulation and give us authority in regard to
these issues.

Second, you will know that there is a proposal which has already
been approved by the Department of Defense for Avondale to be
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merged into Newport News. Newport News operates considerably
differently in terms of its labor activities.

Senator HARKIN. They sure do.

Secretary DANzIG. I have talked with the president of Newport
News about this. And I think there is a distinct possibility that this
labor situation will be resolved either through the resolution of the
Court of Appeals decision or as a consequence of the merger.

The third thing is, I would underscore that I have actively talked
with the Department of Labor about some of these issues, and you
may want to do that as well.

Senator HARKIN. Oh, I have. I have and I will continue to.

Secretary DANZIG. All right.

Senator HARKIN. I understand the contractors have their legiti-
mate rights, too. But you have a pattern here. The pattern has
gone on for far too long. And out of that pattern emerges a com-
pany that is just thumbing its nose at labor law and labor rela-
tions. And I think something has to be done about it pretty soon.

I see my yellow light is on. I have one more question, but I will
see if we get another round.

Senator STEVENS. You can finish up.

Senator HARKIN. OK, two minutes.

TRIDENT

Admiral Johnson, if I can shift abruptly here, Trident ballistic
missile submarines. You pointed out that the United States can re-
duce its fleet from 18 to 14, with an annual savings of hundreds
of millions of dollars.

It is my understanding this would require congressional approval
through a repeal of the congressional ban on reducing the number
of deployed nuclear missiles, or at least Congress would have to
allow DOD some more flexibility in deploying our nuclear arsenal.

Am I stating it correctly and could you elaborate on that a little
bit?

Admiral JOHNSON. Senator Harkin, my understanding is that
right now until such time as START II is ratified by the Duma, we
must maintain an 18-boat SSBN force.

Senator HARKIN. That is according to Congress?

Admiral JOHNSON. Yes, sir.

Senator HARKIN. So you have to maintain the current force un-
less and until Congress does something about it. You have to main-
tain the 18.

Secretary DANzIG. That is correct, sir. And, indeed, there are
things being examined right now that would have us look at the
possibilities for those four boats if and when we are allowed to
come from 18 to 14. What do we do with the other four SSBN’s.
That is all being looked at right now.

But for the moment, we must comply with the 18-boat force.

Senator HARKIN. Thank you, Admiral.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator Dorgan.

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. Mr. Sec-
retary and Admiral and General, welcome. You do not have a large
presence in North Dakota, the United States Navy. Well, we have
invited the Navy there for some inland activity in one of the
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Senator STEVENS. Nebraska has got a Navy. I do not know why
you should not have one.

Senator DORGAN. Well, I have talked to the Secretary about this.

Let me just ask a question on the Trident D-5 ballistic missile.
I want to get your thoughts about something. As you know, one of
the departed members of this subcommittee, Senator Bumpers,
continually raised this question about the acquisition of the D-5.

And I would like to know, if you have the information with you,
what is the proposed acquisition of D-5’s in the future according
to the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)? Do you know and what
the cost would be about?

Secretary DANZIG. I am happy to comment on this, but if you
want to go first.

The intent is to go ahead—and as you know, at the present mo-
ment, we have got ten of our Tridents on the East Coast all D-5
equipped. We have eight Tridents on the West Coast. They are not
D-5 equipped. The intent is to go ahead and modernize those Tri-
dents on the West Coast replacing the C—4 missiles that are there
with D-5s.

If, as has just been discussed, we move to a 14-ship Trident force,
then we will be buying D-5’s adequate for four Tridents. If we have
to go to an 18, then we will because of the aging of the C-4’s and
because of the utility of having all our submarines consistently
equipped, we will buy D-5 production capable of covering all eight
additional Tridents.

Senator DORGAN. And what is the difference in cost of the D-5’s
for the four boats?

Secretary DaNzIG. Unless the CNO is good enough to have that
number in his head, I will have to give that to you for the record.

Admiral JOHNSON. No, I think we would like to give that to you
for the record. If I could just add to what the Secretary said,
though, sir.

It is very important to us that at 14 boats we have an all D-5
force. I think that is a point worth making. The Secretary may. I
will just say it in my own terms. We need a 14-boat—my personal
red line for the Navy in strategic deterrence is 14 boats, two
oceans, all D-5.

Senator DORGAN. Why is that important?
hA%miral JOHNSON. Because of the capabilities of the D-5 versus
the C-4.

Senator DORGAN. Do you know the acquisition cost of a D-5?

%dmiral JOHNSON. I will provide that for the record, sir. I can’t
pull it

Senator DORGAN. It would be helpful if you would provide the
procurement schedule and the acquisition cost of that program. I
would like to talk to you some more about that program in the
coming weeks before we move an appropriations bill to the floor.

[The information follows:]

The cost of additional D—5 missiles required for an 18 D-5 Trident II SSBN force
is approximately $2.2 billion above the Navy’s current program. This figure includes
missile procurement and re-establishing the missile production base. Since the D—
5 missile is presently in low-rate production, many vendors have elected to have
their production lines bought out and pursue other ventures. These various compo-

nent production lines would have to be started to produce additional missiles beyond
those programmed for a 14 Trident II D-5 SSBN fleet. Concurrently, there would
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be additional costs to support the 18 Trident II D-5 SSBN fleet long-term above the
Navy’s present program. It would require $2 to $3 billion within the Future Years
Defense Program (2001-2005) to maintain an 18 Trident II D-5 SSBN fleet. These
costs include the refueling overhauls that would be required to maintain these sub-
marines beyond the 2003 to 2004 time frame and backfit to the D-5 weapons control
system.

The total acquisition cost of the TRIDENT II D-5 missile program, including both
development and production, is $26.9 billion, as reported in the December 1998, Se-
lected Acquisition Report. Of that total, $3.4 billion is budgeted in fiscal year 2000
and outyears, including years beyond the FYDP, to support total life-cycle require-
ments of the D-5 missile.

A total of 425 D-5 missiles, including both shipfill and flight test missiles, are
required to support a force structure of 14 Trident II D-5 submarines. The D-5 mis-
sile procurement schedule is as follows:

Fiscal year 1999 and Prior ......ccccoeeeeeiieinienieeieeieenteeie et 360

Fiscal year 2000 12
Fiscal year 2001 12
Fiscal year 2002 12
Fiscal year 2003 12
Fiscal year 2004 12
Fiscal year 2005 5

7 Y USRS 425

The flyaway unit cost of the 65 D—5 missiles remaining to be procured in fiscal
year 2000 through fiscal year 2005, including both airframe and motor and guidance
system costs, is $28.5 million, as reflected in the fiscal year 2000 President’s Budget
request.

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, that is all I have. Again, I had
an opportunity to visit with the Secretary some while ago and the
general and the admiral. I very much appreciate your leadership
and appreciate your being here. I was at a hearing that the chair-
man was at earlier today and I regret that I was not here for your
opening statements.

Secretary DANZIG. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Hutchison.

I might point out to the new Senators that just came in this is
General Krulak’s last appearance before our committee unless we
have some, God forbid, crisis that requires some additional money.

Senator Hutchison.

Senator HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I, too, just left
another hearing and I apologize for not being here. It was quite in-
teresting after you left. So we just finished.

Let me say that I do want to mention General Krulak’s retire-
ment. The last General Krulak to serve in the Marine uniform for
70 years and what a great lifetime of service you have given and
your father before you and grandfather.

And I understand your son has stayed sort of in the fold, though
not exactly.

General KRULAK. Jay Johnson took him from me.

Senator HUTCHISON. But Admiral Johnson is very pleased to
have the next Admiral Krulak.

But I do appreciate all you have done for our country and I have
appreciated working with you. And I have to say that I will never
forget the man that introduced me to SOS. I will never forget it.
[Laughter.]
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RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION

I would like to talk about a couple of things. Of course, I am sure
it has been mentioned, our readiness concerns, our recruitment
concerns for the Navy. I was very disappointed that the Navy felt
it had to lower the standards in recruitment. And I hope that is
temporary, frankly.

I hope that when you are able to look at the issue and determine
a strategy that we will not lower the standards, but instead in-
crease the interests in serving in the Navy because it is such a
great service.

I would like to ask you a question based on the pay raise issue
that we have addressed in the Senate in the last couple of weeks
and that is, I think, it was a Rand study that actually showed that
an overall pay raise is not the best approach for recruitment and
retention problems, but rather targeted pay raises in the areas
where you are having the most difficulty recruiting qualified people
or retaining qualified people.

And I wanted to ask your opinion, both Mr. Secretary and Admi-
ral Johnson, if you think that that is a better approach and should
we be looking at something different from the across-the-board pay
raise that we have just passed?

Secretary DANZIG. Senator, I think you are very right to empha-
size the utility of targeted bonuses. The Navy more vigorously, I
think, than any other service has moved toward just such a pro-
gram. And part of S. 4 that I am very enthusiastic about and a
part of our program in general, is targeted bonuses.@

I think there are about $100 million of Navy bonuses proposed
for this year either through S. 4 or through other means. A good
vivid example is our surface warfare officers. We know that our re-
tention at present is about 24 percent. We would like to get up to
38 percent. How do we bridge that gap?

Our division officers as they move up to department heads in the
Navy go to department head school. I know exactly how many peo-
ple I need to get into department head school, 257. I can give 257
bonuses of a substantial kind. It is a very concrete, identifiable
number to an extremely targeted audience and address by that
means the surface warfare retention problem.

So I entirely agree with you and with Rand. These are very high-
value, high-reward kinds of activities.

Having said that, I would encourage though that we not—and I
do not think you intend to—slight the desirability of some overall
force-wide general pay raises and of doing things like rolling back
the Redux and revising the pay table because those provide the
foundation across the whole force on which we build with respect
to the individual targeted bonuses. So I think it is a question of
achieving a mix of those two things and I think the program we
laid out for you provides you with that mix.

If T can, I would like to take just a moment on the question of
standards. But if you would prefer to have the CNO or anyone else
comment on this one topic, maybe I can come back to that question,
whatever you would like.

Senator HUTCHISON. Why don’t we stay on that and then I would
like to have you address standards if you can.
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Admiral JOHNSON. I would just add very briefly, I mean, I agree
exactly with what the Secretary said. I believe that the pay triad
that we talk about in terms of the overall pay raise, the pay table
reform, and the Redux repeal is fundamental in this year’s budget.
We have to do that for the force.

In addition to that, as the Secretary described very adequately,
we have to have the flexibility to be able to target specific critical
skills. We have them in the officers’ side with surface warfare offi-
cers. We have them with aviators. We have them for the first time
ever with our special warfare SEALSs, and we have them with the
submarine officers.

Ditto on the enlisted side in the technical skills, the selective re-
enlistment bonuses, for instance. We have to be able to target those
technical skills in order to be able to compete to keep those people
in the force.

The enlisted—an E-6, a first class petty officer with ten or
twelve years of service, base pay is about $2,000 a month. That
petty officer, if you run that with other numbers, you could say,
well, he makes maybe $25,000 to $30,000 a year.

What we are being told or what I am being told from friends in
corporate America, they will take that same specially skilled petty
officer—I have a friend who runs a company who said, “I need 72
of them tomorrow and I will pay them. I will start them at $50,000
apiece sight unseen just because I know what I am getting from
the Navy.” So we have to be able to compete with that. So it is the
basic package and the special skill targeted bonuses that I think
are really essential for us to compete.

General KRULAK. Can I make one comment that may be a little
bit different here.

One, I think the triad is critical. Critical. Two, I am very con-
cerned when you go above the triad where the money is going to
come from because, in fact, what these young men and women of
character also want is to operate good equipment that does not
break down all the time.

And I am very concerned that we not bear the brunt of the entire
S. 4 at the cost of warfighting. I mean, that is what we are here
for, to fight and win. And if I do not have the gear to do that, these
kids, their quality of life is coming home alive. And so I am con-
cerned that—I believe—and I think Jay agrees—that the triad that
the Joint Chiefs talked about is critical and that will help.

Our concern as you go above that, is that money going to be
there or is that going to eventually come out of all the readiness
issues that are also part and parcel of why somebody stays in? Be-
cause they are part of a first-rate outfit?

Secretary DANZIG. And all three of us are as one on this point.

Admiral JOHNSON. We are, indeed.

Senator HUTCHISON. Let me just ask you quickly. I know my
time is up, but isn’t increased OPTEMPO also taking some of those
valuable dollars, the peacekeeping missions and hurting recruiting
and retention because the OPTEMPO is

General KRULAK. One of the great things about your Navy and
Marine Corps team, of course, is when you buy the Navy and the
Marine Corps, you buy forward deployed forces and the OPTEMPO
is there. They are going to deploy at this six months and you have
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already paid for that. So to the extent that we are compared to the
other two services, it is not quite as bad.

The question of OPTEMPO, of course, is they want to know when
they are going to be gone and they want to know when they are
going to be home. But the actual cost of readiness you have already
paid for.

Secretary DANZzIG. If I can, I will just take a moment on the
question of standards if it is all right with the chair. If it is agree-
able to you, Mr. Chairman, perhaps I just can take a moment on
the last question that Senator Hutchison asked with respect to
standards, but I do not want to disrupt the time.

Senator STEVENS. I am planning a trip back here. [Laughter.]

Secretary DANZIG. If I can just say, you, in my view, are coming
from exactly the same place that I am with respect to quality and
the importance of quality in Naval recruits and Marine Corps re-
cruits. So I entirely agree with your concern.

But I actually do not hope, as you said, that it will turn out to
be a temporary thing that we take an additional 2,600 non-high
school graduates out of our total force of 53,000.

It should be a temporary thing if it turns out that those people
are not high-quality sailors and we ought to go back to the empha-
sis on a high school diploma if this does not work. We are collecting
data on it, and in that respect I am entirely in agreement with you.

But my belief is that we will, in fact, acquire better sailors by
taking people in the last increment here who are not high school
graduates and are proven performers in other ways. And the proof
of that performance in expectation before they come in will be in
the fact that they have higher test scores, dramatically higher test
scores than the high school graduates they may be displacing, that
they will have an employment history which shows their stick-to-
itiveness and their quality, and that they will have substantial
character references that we can trust.

In the end, the proof of the pudding will be how they perform in
the fleet. And we have a long record of many such people that sug-
gests that they will perform very well. But I agree with your notion
that time will tell. That is where I am coming from.

Senator HUTCHISON. Actually, there have been studies, which I
am sure you have, on the retention rate of non-high school grad-
uates and high school graduates. So you have a record. Now maybe
you can improve on it. But I hope you will be true to the record
or true to the issue.

Secretary DANZIG. Right, right, absolutely right. The studies of
non-high school diploma graduates in general show that they have
a lower retention rate than high school diploma graduates. I en-
tirely agree with that.

We also have done studies that suggest that we can select from
that population of non-high school graduates, people who have the
proven performer characteristics I have described and take from
that group exceptional sailors who, for example, can perform crit-
ical skills better than high school graduates who have lower test
scores.

So that is where I am coming from. We have long experience.
The Desert Storm force had 15 percent non-high school graduates
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in it. We know they can perform very well. But you are also correct
that historically they have had a higher attrition rate.

Senator HUTCHISON. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator Cochran.

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman.

General Krulak, let me congratulate you on your excellent serv-
ice as Commandant of the Marine Corps. It has been a pleasure to
work with you and to meet with you at your residence for breakfast
a couple of times and observe you in this capacity very closely. And
I just cannot tell you how much we are going to miss you. We ap-
preciate the valuable service you have rendered to the country.

General KRULAK. Well, thank you, sir.

LHA AND LHD

Senator COCHRAN. I was reading a copy of an article in Sea
Power, November 1998. It is an interview with you. And it talks
about your career and some of the things you see coming along that
we need to take into account.

One of the subjects that was discussed was whether or not we
need to have another Wasp class LHD ship on the schedule earlier
rather than later. They talk about the service life extension pro-
gram of the LHA, and you compare that with the benefits that
would accrue from having a newer ship built earlier, an LHD-8.

Could you comment on that subject for us? We are going to have
to look at this Navy program of LHA and LHD and what you see
the requirements are in the future.

General KRULAK. Yes, sir. I think that the Secretary of the Navy
and the Chief of Naval Operations and myself all agree that the
twelve big deck ARGs coupled with the twelve big deck carriers is
the forward deployed forces for our Nation.

As an example, right now we have two big deck amphibious
ready groups (ARGs), one of them right off the coast of Greece and
one of them in the Persian Gulf. They are critical. There is abso-
lutely nothing that can compare for a Marine like that big deck
ship. Ninety-plus percent of our aviation is on it. It carries 70 per-
cent of all the rolling stock, about 60 percent you can put of our
personnel in the Marine Expeditionary Unit, unbelievable capa-
bility.

They are in the midst right now of a study on whether or not
to use the LHA or to go with the LHD. That study is due out very
shortly. We have had a discussion on this. It is our belief that the
study is going to say it makes sense to go with the LHD sooner
than later.

Senator COCHRAN. One question, then, is about the cost. Com-
paring the cost, of course, there is an initial outlay for a new ship
that would be greater than the life extension program of an older
ship. But what do you get for that cost? Can you compare those
numbers for us?

General KRULAK. You, obviously, get a ship that will last for at
least 40 years and that will meet the requirements of the 21st cen-
tury system such as the V-22, the advanced amphibious assault ve-
hicle (AAAV), and other systems that we are going to see as we
move into the 21st century that we do not have right now.
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Senator COCHRAN. What about operating efficiency? I hear that
there are fewer hands that will be needed. Maybe Admiral
Johnson——

Admiral JOHNSON. All of that. And in fact, as this evolves, this
is a Navy-wide statement but you can target it to an LHD-8. You
can target it to DD-21.

There is great work being done on the surface combatant force
to drive down the operating costs across the board in manpower,
in technology insertions. All of that would be focused like a laser
beam on the upgraded LHD that you would call LHD-8. So that
would be fundamental to anything we do with it or DD-21 or any-
thing else.

Senator COCHRAN. Do you agree with General Krulak on his as-
sessment of the need and the importance of building the new ship?

Admiral JOHNSON. I do, sir. And, as the three of us have talked,
what we see and you know as our budget sits today we have got
an LHD fully funded in the out-years.

But what is happening right now is we are sort of coming to a
merge with this study. It is all coming together right now. There
will be granularity on this here within a matter of months at most
and likely weeks that I think will follow what we intuitively feel
to be the right answer and that is that we need another LHD.

Senator COCHRAN. Right now it is programmed—you mentioned
the out-years—I think fiscal year 2004 or 2005?

Admiral JOHNSON. Yes, sir. It has got an advanced procurement
in 2004 and a full buy in 2005 is the way it sits in the budget right
now.

Senator COCHRAN. Well, is there not efficiency, too, in the ship-
building assets that we have in terms of having the LHD con-
structed sooner rather than later in terms of losing people who are
equipped and trained and ready to build the ship?

Admiral JOHNSON. Yes, sir. Mr. Secretary.

Senator COCHRAN. Secretary Danzig.

Secretary DANZIG. The short answer is yes.

Senator COCHRAN. Is there a longer answer that could be persua-
sive? [Laughter.]

General KRULAK. It sounds great to me. [Laughter.]

Secretary DANzIG. Certainly. As the CNO has emphasized, I
think we will be in a position to provide you the richest detail with
respect to the cost and benefits of the LHD versus the LHA SLEP
when we have the study in hand.

But the continuity in increasing the employment of welders, for
example, and maintenance of a level work force is attractive in
terms of accelerating some ship procurement into 2000. We have
succeeded in getting ship procurement for 2001 and out to eight
ships a year, and in the last year of our program to nine.

I think that is a very substantial achievement, but I do recognize
that we only have six ships in 2000 and a leveling certainly has
advantages, a leveling of those procurement numbers to a higher
number in 2000.

DD—21 PROGRAM

Senator COCHRAN. The DD-21 program is also an important part
of the plan for the Navy shipbuilding program, is it not?
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Secretary DANZIG. Definitely.

Senator COCHRAN. Could you tell us, and maybe you already
have in response to other questions, about what your proposals in
this budget are for the DD-21 program?

Secretary DANzIG. Certainly. I will say a little bit and maybe the
CNO would like to add.

We have not really had a chance to talk about it. This is very
much our ship of the 21st century. It has land attack capabilities
through its guns and missiles that give us the ability to do what
we care most about, which is project power from sea to shore.

It has got enormous attraction in terms of its manning levels. We
have a 95-person crew anticipated for the DD-21. That generates
for us very great savings as compared to crews of 300 and more as-
sociated with our DDG-51s and our cruisers.

My sense is that over the life cycle of the 32 DD-21’s that we
would build, we could save as much as $25 billion because of the
reduction in crew and the greater efficiencies in the life cycle main-
t%nance and the like, really two-thirds of the life cycle costs of that
ship.

We envision the first procurement of DD-21 in 2004 and we are
investing now in study money, and we have two teams competing
1:(})1 make presentations to us with regard to the development of that
ship.

I do not know, CNO, if you want add anything to that.

Admiral JOHNSON. Only to say, Senator Cochran, that DD-21 is
the first member of the Surface Combatant 21 family. We are very
excited about it, and the strength of it is, to me, is that it epito-
mizes the Navy-Marine Corps team because the requirements for
the weaponry that that platform will carry were built with the
Navy and the Marine Corps working the numbers together.

So that we can, indeed, shoot an extended range guided munition
out of a five-inch 62 gun at 63 miles with precision accuracy, that
we can shoot a vertical gun 100 miles with that same kind of accu-
racy, that we can shoot a missile, a vertical launch missile with
precision to 150 miles, and we can fire tactical Tomahawks and we
can support the marines ashore exactly the way they need to be
supported. So it is a powerful combat asset with great technology
applications.

And as the Secretary said, we are on stride right now. We have
got $270 million in research and development (R&D) investment in
2000 to nurture the teams to help them build toward this down se-
lect in 2001. So we feel very good about the program.

Secretary DANZIG. If I could just add. We have a general empha-
sis that is important to note regarding ship R&D. It is a consist-
ently underfunded area historically. And the program in front of
you shows very dramatic plus ups in that regard not only with re-
spect to the DD-21, but also, I would note, with regard to the car-
rier.

Our carrier investment in research and development has fre-
quently been as low as $5 million a year. It is an astonishingly low
number compared to the billions we put in aircraft R&D.

The program in front of you, has as a result of our joint efforts,
$1.5 billion in carrier R&D to transform the carrier to a weapon
system of the 21st century as well.
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So DD-21 fits into a general picture that we are trying to em-
phasize to you. And I am sure we will have an opportunity to talk
about that further.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

Gentlemen and ladies, let me tell you. I know that these gentle-
men are hosting a luncheon for the distinguished chairman of the
Armed Services Committee at noon.

Senator Domenici will have his ten minutes and then I have
some questions. The clock was screwed up. I only got five minutes
to start with. So I am going back in the second round.

PAY RAISE AND RETENTION

You go ahead, Senator Domenici.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman, you will remember last year in lieu of putting
something in the statute regarding getting an outside evaluation of
why were our military men and women unhappy and why were
they not, and you and I wrote a joint letter to the General Account-
ing Office (GAO). They are going to give us their final report the
first week of April. You have been asking how does that pay raise
bill affect our ability to keep people in.

You are aware, are you not, that the GAO has undertaken a very
broad based evaluation talking to men and women in the military,
getting their conclusions about why they have concerns and the
like. Did any one of you participate in any way in that GAO study
that you are aware of?

Admiral JOHNSON. Not personally, no, sir.

Secretary DANZIG. No. I can say for myself that we have all been
doing a very parallel thing in terms of talking with members of the
services. But I think our feeling is GAO obviously should do their
work with some independence and we have not been intimately in-
volved with it.

Senator DOMENICI. I understand that. But I am sure there has
been some concern whether we have hit the right things in terms
of retention and ability to get more people to sign up in that bill
we passed.

Surely the pay provision needs to be seriously considered, but I
am very concerned that the price tag for that bill may, indeed, be
such that many things that you really need you cannot get in the
areas of shortcomings that everybody has been talking about.

I would hope that before we are finished we have the benefit of
the in-depth studies that you have done with reference to retention
and what you think is causing the problem.

It is not the first year and I guess you know that, Mr. Secretary,
that is of concern under S. 4. It is the third, fourth, fifth and sixth
years where the money gets very, very big. We can afford the first
year from what we can see in numbers.

Another thing has concerned me, and this is the only question
I have today: Why are the Marines so successful in both retention
and recruiting when it would appear that what we expect of them
is more rather than less of the kinds of things that the other mili-
tary services are saying cause men and women not to want to stay
in?
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They are overseas longer. Everything that seems so difficult, they
do more of and yet they have better retention and better recruiting.
Why is that?

Secretary DANZIG. Go ahead. You can go first.

General KRULAK. I think there are several reasons. One, we
early on decided we were going to put our very best against this
problem. No one goes to recruiting as an officer that his jacket is
not personally approved by me. I approve every single officer who
goes onto recruiting duty.

In order for my staff NCO’s to go they must be screened at my
headquarters level, and then the commanding officer of that indi-
vidual must also give a thumbs up. They are the best in the Corps.
We literally take our very finest and send them either to recruiting
duty or to be drill instructors.

Third, they are rewarded. If they successfully complete their re-
cruiting tour, that is a very big plus. It is almost a guarantee for
their next promotion.

Four, they are selling a hell of a product and that is being a
United States Marine.

Senator DOMENICI. I thought that would be No. 1. [Laughter.]

Secretary DANZIG. This was building to a climax. [Laughter.]

Let me just note that I just have immense admiration for the
management judgments made by the Marines with regard to their
recruiting issues. Some of it is just resources.

The Marines consistently have overridden the number of billets.
That is, they have assigned 105 percent of the individuals they
think they need to recruiting. For a variety of reasons not attrib-
utable to Admiral Johnson’s leadership in any way but prior deci-
sions that were made, the Navy was underfunded in that area.

I would also underscore that there are differences in the require-
ments. The requirement for a nuclear officer, for example, in the
Navy is obviously demanding in a way that is different from the
Marine requirements.

Marines, in terms of retention, have a very different approach to
force manning and an appropriate one for the Marine Corps, but
it would not be appropriate for the Navy. The Marines retain a
much smaller percentage of their first term enlistees than the
Navy seeks to or than the Navy does.

So I think there is a fair amount to be learned from the terrific
example of the Marine Corps here, but these are not exactly sym-
metrical cases.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

RESCISSIONS

Senator STEVENS. Yes, sir. Thank you.

Mr. Secretary, this budget that was presented to us by the Presi-
dent assumes reductions or changes that are very difficult for us
to comprehend. The first is $1.65 billion in unspecified rescissions.
Congress has only rescinded an average of $250 million annually
for the last four years. No Congress has ever rescinded $1.65 bil-
lion.

Second, this budget proposes to incrementally fund military con-
struction for the first year with a credit of $3.1 billion for deferring
it, the balance. It is our studied judgment that deferring military
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construction increases costs in the second and third years. It does
not decrease it.

Third, there is a $2.9 billion credit for real estate investment tax
revenues and there is a $6.6 billion credit for military retirement
trust fund payments.

Now I assume that you are aware of these and you know—Ilet me
ask you this. Has anyone identified anywhere any accounts within
your jurisdiction where the $1.65 billion could be rescinded?

Secretary DANZIG. I have not seen the specific rescission numbers
that underlie that. So I will have to take a look and answer that
particular one for the record.

Senator STEVENS. I will be glad to have it on the record. I do not
want to go into a long discussion because Senator Inouye has a
couple of questions.

[The information follows:]

It is my understanding that the $1.6 billion unspecified reduction contained in the

fiscal year 2000 President’s Budget request is to be applied Defense wide. The spe-
cific Navy programs that would be reduced have not been identified.

Senator STEVENS. I have got to tell you. I have seen smoke and
mirrors in my life. But these do not have either one. It is a broken
mirror. We cannot find that money. And yet these gentlemen think
they are going to spend it. They are going to spend the savings that
are transferred to their accounts. It is just not there.

Now, this really worries me because I know my friend is going
to put up the wall between defense and nondefense again in the
next year if it falls down right now. But those credits are to this
part, to the defense part. And the savings are supposed to be there
within the Defense Department in order to make available the
money that we are telling the armed services is there for the year
2000.

I am going to submit to you some questions for the record on
that. But I just want to tell you I believe that someone—and I am
not blaming you all—I believe that someone over at the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) has got some new gimmick wheel,
and you turn it, and you decide who gets the reduction. There are
no winners in any one of those for the Department of Defense.

Now, second——

Secretary DANZzIG. Mr. Chairman, could I——

RETENTION

Senator STEVENS. I want you to ask it for the record, my friend.
I want you to get to your lunch, and these guys have some ques-
tions to ask, and I only had five minutes to start with. So I am
going to just ask them to you to make sure that everybody knows
I have asked them.

I am told that the U.S.S. Harry S. Truman is deployed under-
manned and is experiencing great strain. The operational tempo
(OPTEMPO) and the personnel tempo (PERSTEMPO) rates are
hurting retention. I want to know, Admiral, is that true?

Admiral JOHNSON. U.S.S. Harry S. Truman is not yet deployed,
sir. But the point is well taken because the U.S.S. Enterprise is de-
ployed and she is down 400 and some. So, yes, in the short term
that is true and we are working that issue hard. It is partly a
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shortage of people. It is partly a distribution problem. But the facts
as you present them are correct.

Senator STEVENS. Well, I first heard the phrase a hollow military
in connection with vessels of the United States Navy. They could
not get away from the dock at Norfolk because they are under-
manned and undersupplied. That happened during the Carter ad-
ministration. It led to us having a total revolution in the way we
handled spending for defense.

Now, how did those lights come on so quick? [Laughter.]

I am in charge of everything but those lights.

Secretary DANZIG. Can you solve our problems as rapidly?

Senator STEVENS. That’s ringing, that is tolling the bell on us
that this is a hollow Navy. If it is a hollow Navy, it is going to be
a hollow Marine force and a hollow Air Force and Army if that is
happening. We are getting more and more reports about shortage
of supplies and shortage of material and shortage of people.

Now, I have some questions on that for the record, too. But that
is worrisome to us when you mix it with that prior question I just
asked you of where do we find the money that OMB says we have
to spend to increase defense spending this year. I am talking about
the year 2000.

V—22

Second, now, my friend you are leaving. But I remember your
successor and I and Senator Inouye battled one thing against the
Republican administration, Republican Secretary of Defense and
we won the V-22. The buck stopped right here three times and we
insisted on the V-22.

Now I am told that the V-22 has some problems during sea
trials. Can you tell us, have those been solved?

General KRULAK. Yes, sir. The V-22 is doing great. We are over
a thousand hours on those engineering and manufacturing develop-
ment (EMD) aircraft. It has completed the sea trials. It had a soft-
ware issue that was a minimal problem.

This aircraft is doing magnificently. We are standing up the
training squadron in less than three months. We will be initial
operationally capable in the year 2001.

Senator STEVENS. Has there been a second incident with regard
to the wind rock oscillation problem on the carriers? Was that to-
tally isolated.

General KRULAK. Yes, sir. That is totally isolated. We are going
back. Jay and I are going to put that thing back on. I mean, we
are talking about a success story, not something that we need to
be concerned about.

Senator STEVENS. That is good news for me.

Admiral JOHNSON. That was one of the testing cautions, Senator
Stevens—Mr. Chairman. You know, we are very cautious when we
take these birds to sea for the first time. They elected to bring it
back. We have got some computer adjustments to make. We are
very confident, as Chuck said. I have flown that airplane, too. It
is a great machine. We need it.

Senator STEVENS. Last night at the United Services Organization
(USO) dinner there was a naval officer that came up to me—I
think he is a retired admiral—but he talked about the V-22 and
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said that he thought the fight we put on in 1991 and 1992 will
make the difference in the next war as far as the Marines are con-
cerned. That was our belief then and it is still my belief.

Senator Inouye has five minutes of questions. I am sorry, gentle-
men.

Senator INOUYE. If I may just follow up on the V-22, the fellows
in Kaneohe want to know when are they going to get theirs.

Senator STEVENS. I had one other question. Can I just take it
back one second.

OKINAWA

I am hearing rumors that you might stand down some of the
troops on Okinawa. If that is the case, before you leave I would like
to have you come up and visit Kodiak. There used to be an enor-
mous Marine base in Kodiak.

General KRULAK. My wife still does not forgive you for that little
gift you gave me when I was up there last year. Do you remember
what that was? It was a fossil.

Senator STEVENS. We do not want to go into that. [Laughter.]

I will tell you about the time I gave one to Barry Goldwater and
you will understand it even more.

General KRULAK. I got it, sir.

Senator STEVENS. You still own the property on Kodiak?

General KRULAK. Yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS. The Marines still own that property on Ko-
diak?

General KRULAK. Aye, aye, sir.

Senator INOUYE. Mr. Secretary, I have a question that Senator
Byrd has asked me to submit to you. It refers to fiscal year 1998
and 1999 when we appropriated $3 million for the Direct Support
Squadron Readiness Training Program and somehow the funds
have not been released for these two fiscal years. And, if I may, I
would like to submit the statement and questions referring to this.

Secretary DANZIG. Good. I would be happy to respond to that on
the record, but I will just note here that this is a particular appro-
priation I have focused on. It is with the Reserve Command. And
I would like to see that money flow. I think we can address the
Senator’s concerns.

Senator INOUYE. If I may, I would like to ask General Krulak,
now that we have had new elections in Okinawa, what is the
present status of your forces there?

General KRULAK. There has been a great change in the relation-
ship between the government on Okinawa, the government in
Japan and all U.S. forces on Okinawa. The change has been for the
good and not for the bad.

I am on my way out there myself to pay a call within the next
two weeks. I get nothing, but very positive reports back from Lieu-
tenant General Libutti and General Fulford regarding how we are
doing. At the same time, we continue to seek opportunities to train
off island.

As you know, we are now doing our artillery firing totally off is-
land. We are up in mainland Japan. We have a great reception
there. That has proven to be very positive.
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We are also training in Thailand, Australia, Indonesia. We are
looking to possibly move back in small numbers into the Phil-
ippines and obviously into Korea. So we are doing all in our power
to lessen the day-to-day footprint of Marines on board Okinawa.

Senator INOUYE. What is the latest on the replacement of
Futenma Air Base?

General KRULAK. That is a great question, sir. We have gotten
a break through it because of the new election down there. There
is one township right outside of White Beach just a short while ago
stood up and said we would accept a look see for that. Also, further
north the willingness to look at the movement of Futenma.

So we now have two sites that we are looking at. The U.S. Gov-
ernment and the Department of Defense is working very hard with
the government of Japan and the government of Okinawa to come
to as quick a settlement as possible on where we want to go and
what it is going to look like.

Senator INOUYE. General, I am planning to visit Okinawa and
before I do, if I do at all, I would like to sit with you to discuss
the situation there.

General KRULAK. Absolutely. I will be back from Okinawa in
about two weeks.

Secretary DANZIG. I would be grateful as well, Senator, if that
discussion could include our substantial efforts to improve the situ-
ation with respect to the incinerator on Atsugi as well. Maybe you
can put that on your list because we really care about that.

WAR FIGHTING LAB

Senator INOUYE. Sure. Finally, if I may, General, one of the first
things you recommended as commandant was a war fighting lab.

General KRULAK. Yes, sir.

Senator INOUYE. And I think it has the greatest potential, not
only for the Marines, but for when I was in the infantry in the
Army. What is the latest you have on that?

General KRULAK. Sir, we are now, thanks to this committee,
three and a half years into a multiple series of experiments. The
one that we are doing right now and has been ongoing for two
years is called Urban Warrior. It is trying to come to grips with the
asymmetric threat in the battle in the urban environment.

It will culminate an advanced war fighting experiment within
the next week out in the Alameda area. One of the other spin-offs
coming out of the experimentation we have done is the chemical bi-
ological incident response force. Again, if it were not for this com-
mittee, we would not have that. The Nation would not have it. It
does now. It is teaching first responders all over the country. Plus
it has been utilized around the Nation for our own—when I say our
own, America’s needs.

We have looked at overhead systems, the unmanned aerial vehi-
cles (UAV’s), payloads on those, nonlethal weapons. Both the Army
and the Marine Corps now have nonlethal weapon capability sets
forward deployed. Again, none of that would have existed if it were
not for this committee’s support of the war fighting laboratory.

So it has been a tremendous capability and, as you indicated, sir,
not just for the Marine Corps, but for the good of the country. And
we are in deep partnership right now with all the services on joint
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experimentation. Admiral Johnson and his fleet will be with us for
Urban Warrior this coming week.

DD—-21

Senator INOUYE. I, for one, would like to join the chairman in
thanking all of you. It has been most helpful. This is the best de-
scription I have had of the F-18 ever before this committee. I think
e\{)eryone who heard you could have understood what you talked
about.

I have just one final question. You said that the DD-21 has just
60 personnel?

Secretary DANZIG. I am sorry. Ninety-five is the plan.

Senator INOUYE. DDG-51 has 300?

Secretary DANZIG. Yes.

Senator INOUYE. I thought I heard wrong.

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, can I just make one comment
and submit a question.

Senator STEVENS. Gentlemen, I promised they would get out of
here by noon. So go ahead.

NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE

Senator COCHRAN. He can walk that fast. I am going to the same
lunch. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

On national missile defense there is a report in the newspaper
today from one of the think tanks here that the Navy program
would be the best program to fund and deploy for a national mis-
sile defense system.

Admiral Rempt testified that a sea-based capability would be a
complement to a land-based national missile defense program.

What is the Navy’s response to these discussions about whether
we should pursue both, fully fund both, or pick and choose now be-
tween the two? What is your assessment of the situation?

Secretary DANZIG. I am glad you have come back to that, Sen-
ator, because I saw, Mr. Chairman, when I answered this earlier
that you were not entirely satisfied with my answer.

Senator STEVENS. Let me interrupt and tell you. Our briefings
indicated we have the technology. It is the integration of the sys-
tems we have as the problem, not technology.

Secretary DANZIG. Well, the integration of the systems is, I think
you are quite correct, fundamental to the creation of the land-based
national missile defense system. From my standpoint, we do not
have the proven technologies yet with respect to interceptor capa-
bility in the Navy system. For upper tier, we are going to be testing
over these next couple of years very intensively. I am optimistic
about it.

But the earliest, I would point out, that we can deploy the Navy
theater system is something in the range of 2005 or 2006, and I
think there is a strong argument that the earliest we would actu-
ally be able to deploy would be 2007.

So it trails the land-based systems in terms of its capability. And
I want to get to area defense first and then theater defense and
then address the issue of national defense after that.

I would add that there is a real question about speed of intercept
here. The Navy systems are premised around the intercept speeds,
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significantly lower than those that you need for a national missile
defense system because an intercontinental ballistic missile is a
faster system, at about 5.5 kilometers per second.

The naval threats that we are anticipating are slower than that.
That makes the Navy systems defense appropriate for area and
theater defense. There are still, in my view, Mr. Chairman, techno-
logical steps before you can translate to national defense.

Does the Navy system have potential in the longer term as a na-
tional system? Yes. Would it be a good complement to a land-based
system? Very possibly. Is it conceivably a substitute for a land sys-
tem if the land system does not develop well? Yes, I think that is
conceivable.

But in my view, the first tasks should be addressed first, and
those are the demonstration of our area and theater capabilities
and their deployment, and we ought to come to national after that.

Senator STEVENS. I am constrained to comment on that, though,
because I have got to tell you I think part of the Pentagon ought
to move to Anchorage or Honolulu and talk to the people on the
street. They know what has been going on on the other side of that
ocean. And they know that they are the targets. They have the re-
serve forces for the defense in the Pacific.

Under those circumstances to say that we would have area, then
theater and then national missile defense means that we are going
to have national missile defense sometime around 2010.

That 1is entirely unacceptable—entirely unacceptable—the
thought that we would postpone national missile defense until we
have perfected the defense for a movable target and leave the fixed
targets on base. The reserve forces of the United States in the Pa-
cific at risk for that period of time is totally unacceptable to me.

Secretary DANZIG. Mr. Chairman, can I take a moment more? I
know I am at some risk that the mallet, the gavel will come in my
direction.

Senator STEVENS. I have got to break, I promise, here in a
minute. Go ahead.

Secretary DANzIG. I will take, from our end, the responsibility on
the promise.

I am not urging that we ought to suspend national missile de-
fense issues now or anything like that. I am merely noting that in
terms—you may well choose to have a land-based system sooner
and you are quite right. The problems in the land-based system are
of integration of existing technologies.

But with respect to the naval system, what I am urging is that
before we get to running with missile intercepts at 5.5 kilometers
a second, we ought to develop our abilities at walking—it is pretty
fast for walking—at 4.5 kilometers a second.

So, on the Navy side I do believe we need an unfolding of the
technology. If you want to invest faster in national missile defense,
which is obviously your right to conclude, I think you are going to
be driven in the near term towards the land-based system. It just
comes faster. We can discuss this at greater length, obviously, sep-
arately.

Senator STEVENS. We can do that. Senator Inouye said we ought
to all come over and have a seminar about this. I have been trav-
eling around the country having them with people who are inves-
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tigating the systems. And I have come to the conclusion that they
are right, that we can integrate—if we can integrate the systems,
we have a national missile defense system now.

Senator DOMENICI. Mr. Chairman, I just want to compliment you
on this last series of questions and make an observation with you
and the committee. You know, we are devoting an awful lot of our
time and energy trying to analyze the threat of the Soviet Union,
with its great arsenal of nuclear weapons, still has on the world
and on us. I do not hear anybody talking about China.

You know, China is past the stage now where they have one
rocket and one nuclear bomb. Everybody understands. You see the
last parade they held, you just look at the weapons.

Since this committee is always on the cutting edge, would you
consider having a meeting and asking the Defense Department in
a private session with this committee to tell us about the Chinese
threat of nuclear weapons?

Let me say to you, also, with reference to the Budget Committee,
we agree with you. We have been absolutely unable to find this
$1.6 billion. We actually think it is a number that was arrived at
as a filler: add up all the things that they were going to take sav-
ings for, put the budget together and they are $1.6 billion short.
And so they just plus in a rescission number. We cannot find any-
thing else other than that.

We are going to get rid of most of the offsets that are phony like
that and still be able to give you a number that is very close to
what you spoke of at the last committee meeting in terms of how
much, $8.3 billion above the President’s. We are looking towards
that goal and I just want you to know that in advance.

Senator STEVENS. Good. Senator Inouye and I would like to have
that checkbook and know that the money is in the bank, not the
check is in the mail business. We want the money in the bank.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Thank you very much. Additional questions have been requested
by members here, and they will submit them through the staff for
the record, please.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO SECRETARY RICHARD DANZIG

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR THAD COCHRAN

Question. Mr. Secretary, what is the DoN position on alternate funding methods
such as long term leasing, extended multi-year procurement, or incremental funding
to meet ship force structure requirements?

Answer. The Navy continues to explore alternate funding methods, where appro-
priate and permissible, to maintain an affordable and appropriate level of ship con-
struction. The Long-term lease authority provided by Title 10 U.S.C. 2401 is one al-
ternative funding method we are reviewing, especially for ships that provide com-
mercial services to the fleet.

Regarding multi-year contracting, the Navy continues to support multi-year au-
thority for ship programs that meet the requirements for multi-year statutory au-
thority and involve savings to the government. The fiscal year 1998-2001 DDG 51
multi-year contract, as an example, achieved savings in excess of $1 billion for the
Navy, effectively enabling procurement of 12 ships for the price of 11.
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With regard to the DoN position on incremental funding, it is contrary to Depart-
ment of Defense budget policy to use incremental funding to meet ship force struc-
ture requirements. Navy policy requires that funds be available at contract award
to cover the total estimated cost to deliver the contract quantity of complete, mili-
tarily useable items.

Question. Mr. Secretary, the DD 21 acquisition strategy permits the competing in-
dustry teams the flexibility to meet mission requirements as they see fit. Recently,
the Navy seems to be promoting integrated electric drive as the propulsion system
of choice for all future ships. Does the DoN intend to permit the teams full flexi-
bility in selecting propulsion systems and other major design features, or do you
plan to direct they use certain government selected systems?

Answer. The DoN will continue to allow DD 21 industry teams full flexibility in
selecting propulsion systems and other major design features. I have a personal in-
terest, and the Navy has an interest in advanced technologies, such as integrated
electric drive. This is part of a long-term strategy for improved warfighting capa-
bility and reduced total ownership cost. Support for exploring these possibilities
does not mean that the Navy is directing their use for any specific platform.

Question. Another aspect of the DD 21 acquisition strategy is the requirement for
full service contract support. What is DoN’s definition of full service contract sup-
port?

Answer. Full service contract (FSC) support is envisioned to encompass essential
“care and feeding” of the platform throughout its commissioned service life. For DD
21, FSC support is the industry-based portion of the life cycle engineering and sup-
port program required to ensure operational readiness of the ship. Each of the DD
21 industry teams are defining their respective FSC support concepts in a competi-
tive environment, addressing the following functional areas: Operational Context;
Engineering and Design; Production and Construction; Operator/Equipment Train-
ing; Tactical Training; Test and Evaluation; Certification; Modernization and Up-
grade; Maintenance and Logistics; and Disposal.

Beyond DD 21, the definition of FSC support is expected to vary by ship class due
to differences in design features, as well as business case alternatives pursued by
the industrial agent and vendor base.

Question. I understand the LHAs are reaching their stability design limits. Can
you describe those limitations?

Answer. Under normal conditions, LHAs do not have a stability problem. The
issue is one of damage stability, the ship’s ability to absorb damage and recover.
The Navy standard is the capability to withstand three adjacent compartments of
flooding damage. The LHA class, designed in the 1960s and built in the 1970s, is
now only capable of sustaining two major compartments of flooding. The primary
reasons for this situation are that topside weight growth has exceeded the design
margins built into the ship class and that dirty ballasting (filling fuel tanks with
seawater as the fuel is consumed) is no longer practical in the fleet due to environ-
mental and operational/fuel quality considerations. In order to mitigate the damage
stability risk, the fleet has been advised of this situation, provided flooding control
software to quickly assist the crew in combating flooding and given updated loading
instructions. Additionally, topside weight removal of obsolete equipment is sched-
uled during each maintenance availability, and weight growth is closely monitored.
The Navy is currently studying other options such as a fuel compensating ballast
system to correct this problem.

Question. What effect will the embarkation of the new MV-22 “Osprey” Tiltrotor
and other aircraft aboard the LHA have on these limits?

Answer. As discussed above, weight growth on LHAs has been a major factor in
the ships reaching/exceeding their damage stability limits. The Navy is considering
various alternatives to accommodate fleet introduction of MV-22s, including LHA
replacement options and shipboard structural modifications.

Question. I understand the Navy has studied building an LHD with a gas turbine
propulsion plant. What are the advantages of such a design over the current steam
plant, and what savings would you expect to accrue in terms of manning and life
cycle costs for a gas turbine powered LHD?

Answer. A major benefit of gas turbine over steam propulsion is manpower and
workload reduction. Current private sector estimates are that a significant number
of personnel and life cycle costs can be saved with a gas turbine LHD. The Navy
is currently reviewing those estimates.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MITCH MCCONNELL
NAVAL GUN WORK PERFORMED IN LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY

Question. As a result of the 1995 BRAC, the industrial departments at the former
Naval Ordnance Station in Louisville were privatized and the work that had been
performed there was turned over to private contractors. One of the programs contin-
ued at the facility was the repair and overhaul of MK45 guns.

This Committee supported the inclusion of $13 million in Weapons Procurement
funding and $10 million in O&M for the MK45 program in fiscal year 1999. Has
the Navy obligated and released these funds as directed by Congress?

If not, why not?

Answer. O&M: $5 million was released in January 1999, and placed on the Pri-
vatization Contract with United Defense Limited Partnership (UDLP), Louisville.
The remaining $5 million will be released April 1, 1999 and placed on the UDLP
Privatization Contract by April 30, 1999. WPN: The $13 million was released in
April. $9.7 million has been obligated on contract with UDLP with the remaining
$3.3 million in commitment, to be obligated by June 30 1999.

Question. How much does the Navy plan to spend on MK45 repair and overhaul
in fiscal year 1999? If less than the appropriated amount, what is the justification
for not spending the entire amount that Congress directed for MK45 repair and
overhaul program?

Answer. $9.88 million of the O&M funds will be spent on MK45 repair/overhaul
and $2.32 million of the O&M funds will be spent on Mk45/75 component overhaul/
repair. $13 million of the WPN funds will be spent on MK45 Gun upgrade and con-
version.

OPERATIONAL AVAILABILITY OF MK45 GUNS

Question. What percentage of MK45 guns in the fleet does the Navy categorize
as 100 percent operationally available? How does this percentage compare to the
previous 10 year’s figures?

Answer. All deployed Fleet MK45 Guns are 100 percent operational. The overall
Operational Availability of all MK45 guns for all Fleet units for fiscal year 1998 is
less than the operational requirement of .85 and has been on average declining over
the past ten years. The calculation of operational availability is dependent upon
three factors: Mean Time Between Failure, Mean Logistics Delay Time and Mean
Time to Repair.

Question. How does the MK45 operational availability status compare to that of
other weapons systems in the fleet?

Answer. The MK45 operational availability is comparable to other weapons sys-
tems similar in age and complexity.

Question. What are the Navy’s plans to repair those MK45 guns, which are not
fully operational? Can you provide a schedule and budget proposal for the repair
work which the Navy intends to pursue?

Answer. The Navy will repair the MK45 Guns on a priority basis as funding and
deployment training schedules permit. The current Gun Weapon System Overhaul
Program budget for fiscal year 2001 through fiscal year 2005 is approximately $10
million per year. This funding level will support in-place pierside MK45 overhaul
program and other gun weapon system maintenance programs.

CRUISER CONVERSION PROGRAM

Question. What are the Navy’s plans for the MK45 advance work for the Cruiser
Conversion program? Is any thought being given to accelerating this schedule?

Answer. The Cruiser Modernization Program will upgrade two MK45 gun mounts
per Cruiser. Equipment procurement starts in fiscal year 2002 with installations
starting in fiscal year 2004. While there are no current plans to accelerate this
schedule, the Navy initiated a rotatable pool of MK45 Gun Mounts at United De-
fense Limited Partnership (UDLP) Louisville using fiscal year 1998 WPN Congres-
sional plus-up funds to mitigate schedule risks associated with gun deliveries. This
will also benefit the Navy by providing a level load of work at the UDLP contractor
site. Three gun mount assets were inducted into the rotatable pool in fiscal year
1998 and are being prepared for subsequent overhaul and upgrade to the MOD 4
configuration and installation at a land-based test site, a training site and on a CG
47 Class Cruiser. Fiscal year 1999 WPN Congressional plus-up funding will be
awarded to UDLP Louisville to continue this effort with the induction of three addi-
tional gun mounts into the rotatable pool for subsequent overhaul and upgrade to
MOD 4 configuration and installation on CG 47 Class Cruisers.
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Question. Can you provide a schedule and budget projection for Cruiser Conver-
sion, including gun upgrade work?

Answer. Procurement of equipment for the Cruiser Modernization Program begins
in fiscal year 2002 with installation commencing two years later in fiscal year 2004.
The funding stream for MK45 Gun upgrade work in the Cruiser Modernization pro-
curement budget is shown below. MK45 Gun upgrade work in fiscal year 1998 and
fiscal year 1999 was funded with Congressional WPN plus-up dollars to mitigate
schedule risks.

[Dollars in millions)

Fiscal year—

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Number of Ships 1 3 4 4
Procurement Quantity (Gun Up-

grades) 2 6 8 8
Install Quantity (Upgraded

Guns) 2 6
CG Modernization Procure and

Install $81.2  $2316  $3185  $388.9
MK45 Gun Upgrade ..........ccoo...... $5.0 $13.0 s e $15.6 $50.0 $67.0 $70.6

LAND CONVEYANCE AT FORMER NAVAL ORDNANCE STATION, LOUISVILLE

Question. Finally, what is the Navy’s schedule and plan for completing negotia-
tions and settlement for the property conveyance of the former Naval Ordnance Sta-
tion, Louisville?

Answer. The Louisville/Jefferson County Redevelopment Authority (LJCRA) has
indicated plans to acquire the property through an Economic Development Convey-
ance (EDC) to support the reuse plan. The LJCRA’s ultimate redevelopment plan
includes: privatization in place; precision manufacturing, high technology and other
industry; Navy Engineering Detachment; a plating operation; Advanced Technology
Center of Excellence; Neighborhood Place Clinic and Social Services Center; Rede-
velopment Authority facilities for park support; and Little League ballfields.

The EDC was submitted on 24 July 1998. EDC negotiations are targeted to begin
in August 1999 and approval of the EDC is targeted for December 1999 with the
property transfer commencing December 1999 and concluding October 2002.

The Draft Statement of Work (SOW) to secure the appraisal was reviewed by the
LJCRA. Comments received 18 March 1999 will be incorporated and the SOW will
be awarded. The Appraisal should be completed by August 1999 in order to proceed
with EDC negotiations.

The Recreation and Housing Area Finding of Suitability to Transfer is targeted
for August 1999 with property transfer by December 1999. The Building 102 Area
Finding of Suitability to Transfer is targeted for March 2000 with property transfer
by July 2000 and the Industrial Area Finding of Suitability to Transfer is targeted
for June 2002 with property transfer by October 2002.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR RICHARD C. SHELBY

Question. Secretary Danzig, in light of the continual emergence of innovative tech-
nologies, (i.e. GRAD Consortium’s GSCAD) by what procedures, criteria and meas-
ures does the Navy evaluate and approve the most advanced and effective tools
available for shipbuilding design?

Answer. In keeping with the principles of Acquisition Reform, decisions con-
cerning shipbuilding design tools are made by the respective industry teams respon-
sible for design and development. Industry considerations include design tool capa-
bilities, design tool availability relative to shipbuilding program schedule, and net
cost to the shipbuilding program.

Question. Secretary Danzig, with the growing trend in acquisition toward
outsourcing for services, (i.e, shipbuilding design) how does the Navy ensure that:
objective competition is maintained, quantifiable cost savings are confirmed, and in-
creased effectiveness is verified?

Answer. The Department is committed to achieving the lowest life cycle costs for
our platforms. By providing industry performance specifications and allowing the in-
dustry experts to select technologies to achieve the desired cost and performance,
the Navy is confident that we will realize lower life cycle costs while maintaining
a technological advantage. For example, in the case of DD 21, we have structured
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the acquisition strategy to maximize the utilization of industry’s talent. There are
two shipbuilder teams (Ingalls and Bath Iron Works) which include integrator mem-
bers (Lockheed and Raytheon) whose designs are competing for the platform.

Question. Secretary Danzig, what role do you envision the Navy playing in Na-
tional Missile Defense? Is the ABM Treaty an obstacle to that role?

Answer. It is first important to note that the Navy has no assigned National Mis-
sile Defense (NMD) mission. Therefore, there are no current Navy NMD programs.
We agree with the classified Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO) report
to Congress entitled “Utility of Sea-Based Assets to National Missile Defense”, pre-
pared in response to the Conference Report accompanying the Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1998 (H.R. 1119). This report notes that the most practical
and effective role for sea-based NMD systems would be to supplement land-based
systems.

A sea-based complementary NMD architecture could provide more operational
flexibility and robustness than architectures that relied solely on a single land-based
interceptor site. The mobility and flexibility of our ships at sea could allow for ear-
lier detection and kill opportunities and enhance the overall architecture with what
the Navy calls “Defense in Depth”.

Currently, the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty explicitly prohibits sea-based
Anti-Ballistic Missile systems, just as it prohibits space-based, airborne, and land-
mobile ABM systems, or sites other than in defense of either the National Capital
or ICBM field. Thus, the development, testing, or deployment of Naval NMD would
raise significant Treaty issues.

Question. Secretary Danzig, can the Navy provide a clear and logical rationale as
to why the Computer-Graphic Aided Three-Dimensional Interactive Application
(CATIA), a French controlled and managed proprietary software, is used by the
Navy to design the nuclear propulsion plants of U.S. Navy vessels, while in-country
industrial capabilities are excluded from consideration?

Answer. The Navy has contracted with Electric Boat Corporation (EB) as the
prime contractor for the design of the VIRGINIA Class submarine. The prime con-
tractor has the responsibility to ensure it has the needed design tools for ship design
and integration including design of the propulsion plant. The Navy does not dictate
the tools used by contractors for ship design.

EB found it necessary to develop the next generation of Computer-Aided Design
(CAD) software tools capable of capturing the complexity of ship design and con-
struction interface. Pursuing this new technology was an internal business decision
necessary for EB to minimize cost and risk for both itself and the government.
Using standard industry processes, EB reviewed all prospective vendors and se-
lected CATIA, marketed by IBM, as the best product to satisfy its requirement.
CATIA has worldwide exposure and is used extensively on commercial and defense
projects, both shipbuilding and aerospace.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD

Question. Mr. Secretary, during the processing of the fiscal year 1998 Defense Ap-
propriations Bill, the Congress provided $3 million for the Reserve Components for
the Direct Support Squadron Readiness Training Program. The intent of this pro-
gram is to create a computer-based training capability that will address the need
for reserve personnel to meet certain readiness qualifications. The training is need-
ed because the operational readiness of the reserve maintenance personnel was ex-
tremely low. I am told of growing concern within the Department of Defense of the
ability of the Naval Air Reserve Force to perform its war-time mission due to lack
of training programs.

The intent of the contractor, ManTech International, was to conduct this effort in
Hinton, West Virginia. The funds, to my knowledge, were never utilized for the pur-
poses for which they were appropriated, despite calling this matter to the attention
oflyourdpredecessor and his staff. I am disappointed that these funds were never
released.

During the processing of the fiscal year 1999 Defense Appropriations Bill, the
Congress again provided $3 million to fund the Direct Squadron Support Readiness
Training Program. On February 22, 1999 I followed up with a letter to Defense Sec-
retary William S. Cohen, asking for a status report, including significant milestone
events leading to the release and obligation of the funds.

Question. What can you tell about the status of these funds?

Answer. The appropriated funds have been released by NAVCOMPT and are in
the process of contract award through GSA.

Question. When will the funds be obligated and the contract signed?
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Answer. It is anticipated that this process will be complete and the contract
awarded by mid to late May 1999.

Question. What suggestions can you make so that the delays that have been en-
countered in fiscal years 1998 and 1999 are not repeated? Will assigning another
PE number to the program resolve the matter? Please elaborate for the record.

Answer. If Congressional adds are expected to continue to support Direct Squad-
ron Support Readiness Training in the future, it is recommended that the require-
ment be included in the Defense Appropriations Bill language. Assigning a new PE
number will not resolve this situation.

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR RICHARD J. DURBIN

Question. The City of North Chicago, home to Great Lakes Naval Training Center,
is interested in the transfer of the Navy’s water and sewer infrastructure into the
City’s. What is the Navy’s time line for privatizing services at the Great Lakes
Naval Training Center? What criteria will be used to transfer the services? Is the
Navy working with the City of North Chicago on the possible transfer of water and
sewer functions?

Answer. The Navy issued Requests for Information (RFI’s) in February 1999 to
determine if there was market interest regarding the privatization of the water and
sewer systems at Great Lakes Naval Training Center. An RFI was sent to the City
of North Chicago and the City responded, indicating an interest in both systems.
The Navy will proceed with the development of an environmental baseline survey
and an engineering assessment designed to document existing conditions and to fa-
cilitate the development of a government estimate of fair market value. Once these
actions are complete, the Navy will issue Requests for Proposal for each system.
Upon receipt and analysis of proposals, the Navy will convey the utility systems,
in accordance with 10 U.S.C. 2688, to the offeror whose proposal would result in
the best long-term economic benefit to the Navy. These systems are scheduled to
be privatized prior to September 30, 2003.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO ADM. J.L. JOHNSON

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TED STEVENS

Question. Admiral Johnson, last year the Committee provided an additional
$134.9 million for Navy procurement. How far did these increased dollars go in
meeting the needs of the Navy and in meeting your goals of modernization?

Answer. As always, the assistance of Congress was, and is, appreciated. The addi-
tional funding provided in fiscal year 1998 allowed the Navy to make crucial invest-
ments in long overdue modernization and recapitalization efforts. However, as I
have testified, an average increase of $6 billion per year above fiscal year 1999
President’s Budget across the future years defense program in total obligation au-
thority is required to restore non-deployed readiness to acceptable levels and to re-
capitalize and modernize to meet future warfighting requirements.

Question. Admiral Johnson, which specific area or areas of the Navy procurement
budget do you believe to have the greatest shortfall?

Answer. An average increase of $6 billion per year across the future years defense
program in total obligation authority above fiscal year 1999 President’s Budget lev-
els is required to restore non-deployed readiness to acceptable levels and to recapi-
talize and modernize to meet future warfighting requirements. The President’s fiscal
year 2000 Budget request is a substantial down payment toward our needs but falls
short of addressing them completely. In February 1999, I provided the Defense Com-
mittees a list of underfunded or unmet requirements that additional funds could be
applied to if they became available. The Navy’s underfunded requirements in fiscal
year 2000 total about $2.3 billion, including approximately $1.1 billion in under-
funded or unmet requirements in procurement accounts. A breakout by procurement
account is provided below.

[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal year
2000

528.4
380.8
101.0
112.0
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QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR RICHARD C. SHELBY

Question. Admiral Johnson, the Navy has had women assigned to combat vessels
since 1994. The Navy maintains that pregnancy is compatible with a naval career
and does not harm readiness. The Navy reports that it is short some 18,000-20,000
sailors. Many of these vacancies are sea duty billets. The Center for Naval Analysis
has recently reported that the unplanned loss rate for women at sea is 25 percent,
or 2.5 times the unplanned loss rate for men. More than one-third of the 25 percent
were lost due to pregnancy.

In light of these statistics and looking back at the last five years in an objective
manner, do you believe that the presence of women at sea has enhanced the combat
readiness of the U.S. Navy?

Is pregnancy compatible with a combat ready Navy? Does the Navy of Communist
China have similar policies regarding the presence of women (pregnant and not
pregnant) in its combat forces?

Answer. Women have been permanently assigned to Navy ships since 1978 and
have been serving in surface combatants since 1994. There are now over 10,000
Navy women serving aboard ships (10,946 as of 01 Jan. 1999). The majority of these
women serve aboard combatant vessels. The repeal of the combat exclusion law en-
ables the Navy to fill billets with the best qualified Sailors available. In the current
challenging recruiting environment, readiness would be severely diminished if those
10,000 plus women were not serving the Navy on combatants and other shipboard
units.

Pregnancy and parenthood are compatible with naval service. Sailors, men and
women, know that they can raise a family and also have a successful Navy career.
The Navy has an information/training program to encourage servicemembers to
plan pregnancy and parenthood to meet their military and family responsibilities.
Women officers and senior enlisted women, E-5 and above have low unplanned loss
rates for pregnancy (less than 4 percent). The Navy is making additional training
resources available to ensure that the “responsible parenting” message reaches the
junior enlisted Sailors (E—4 and below), who account for the majority of pregnancy
and other unplanned losses.

Pregnancy accounted for 6 percent of Navy shipboard unplanned losses in 1997.
Medical (40 percent), other than pregnancy, and disciplinary (39 percent) account
for the vast majority of Navy unplanned losses. Navy policy requires pregnant serv-
icewomen to transfer to shore duty no later than their 20th week of pregnancy. The
pregnant servicewoman’s sea duty counter stops at the point of transfer and she will
transfer back to complete the remainder of her sea duty tour four months after de-
livery of her child (this is waived if there is less than 6 months of sea duty remain-
ing). Pregnant sailors are more likely than any other category of unplanned losses
to return to sea duty and the least likely to leave the Navy. Within one year, less
than 30 percent of pregnancy unplanned losses leave the Navy vs. greater than 40
{)ercent for other medical and greater than 90 percent of disciplinary unplanned
osses.

The Peoples’ Liberation Army (Naval Forces) (PLA(N)) of China has similar poli-
cies to DOD concerning women serving in its armed forces.

[Deleted.]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO GEN. C.C. KRULAK

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TED STEVENS

Question. General Krulak, last year the Committee provided an additional
$128,358 million for Marine Corps procurement. How far did these increased dollars
go in meeting the needs of the Marine Corps and in meeting your goals of mod-
ernization?

Answer. The Marine Corps received an increase of approximately $111 million in
Congressional plus-ups for ground equipment in fiscal year 1999. This $111 million
reflects the net increase after application of Section 8134 Title III General Reduc-
tions. We deeply appreciate your assistance in this most critical area. As a result
of your increase, our ground equipment modernization funding for fiscal year 1999
is approximately $1 billion, slightly below our historical, or “steady state” level of
$1.2 billion.

As you are aware, Marine Corps ground equipment modernization has been fund-
ed well below this historical, or “steady state” level of $1.2 billion for the last seven
years. During this time, we have deferred nearly $4 billion of much-needed ground
equipment modernization in order to fully fund our top priority, near-term readi-
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ness. This extended period of underfunding has driven the recovery rate to $1.8 bil-
lion per year for ground modernization.

As this budget was being developed, we had reached a critical point in the life
cycle of our ground equipment. We are facing virtual block obsolescence of crucial
end items and we are spending more time and money maintaining our aging equip-
ment. Ground modernization is quickly becoming a near-term readiness issue.

The topline increases provided in the fiscal year 2000 budget allow us to take the
first critical steps toward properly funding ground equipment modernization. While
the increases provided in the current budget allow us to achieve the “steady state”
level in fiscal year 2000, we do not attain the recovery level until fiscal year 2005.

I am concerned about our ability to sustain the increases projected in the outyears
of this budget. It is absolutely critical that the increases projected be sustained over
the entire Future Years Defense Plan—mnot just in fiscal year 2000. The problems
we face are the result of years of decreased funding. The solution to these problems
cannot come overnight—it will take the sustained interest and concern of the Ad-
ministration and the Congress to recover from the cumulative effects of years of con-
strained funding. I deeply appreciate your continued support.

Question. General Krulak, how do the priority items in this budget and on the
Unfunded list support the Marine Corps’ goal of providing a flexible military capa-
bility for the next century?

Answer. The Marine Corps has long recognized the need for a flexible military ca-
pability to meet tomorrow’s threat. Our future opponents will attempt to mitigate
our capabilities and fight us where we are least effective. The proliferation of high-
tech weapons and weapons of mass destruction may make such asymmetric clashes
as lethal as clashes between superpowers. Therein lies the great danger of our time.
The United States and the world cannot afford to allow crises to escalate and
threatens its vital interests. Cultural clashes can trigger even bigger wars as out-
side nations and groups with cultural affinities take sides. They can, in fact, threat-
en the global order as well as jeopardize the interdependent global economy. To
meet these future challenges, the Marine Corps will not rely on outdated solutions
but is developing new concepts and techniques which will ensure decisive victory in
the “savage wars of peace.” Future conflicts that may demand in one moment, Ma-
rines to provide humanitarian assistance; in the next, to conduct peacekeeping oper-
ations; and finally, to fight a highly lethal mid-intensity battle—all in the same
day—and all within three contiguous city blocks. The Marine Corps, in partnership
with the Navy, is critical to meeting those challenges. Together, we provide Naval
Expeditionary Forces—integrated air, land, and sea combined arms teams. These
unique forces are mobile and self-sufficient and can operate unfettered from sea
bases in international waters. When needed, they can immediately operate ashore
in austere areas throughout the globe.

Ultimately, a global superpower must possess the ability for unilateral action. A
key requirement is the capability to project power ashore in the face of armed oppo-
sition. In the past, forcible entry from the sea was defined by amphibious assaults
that focused on establishing lodgements on the beach and then building up combat
power for subsequent operations. Under the Operational Maneuver from the Sea
concept, currently being implemented, it is now defined as the uninterrupted move-
ment of forces from ships located far over the horizon, directly to decisive objectives,
whenever and wherever we desire.

Operational Maneuver from the Sea will provide Naval Expeditionary Forces with
the ability to maneuver combat forces from the sea, to high value objectives deep
inland without stopping at the water’s edge. At the operational level, it will exploit
enemy weakness and deliver a decisive blow. The concept combines high technology
with maneuver warfare. What distinguishes Operational Maneuver from the Sea
from all other types of operational maneuver is its extensive use of the sea as a
means of gaining advantage. It serves as an avenue for friendly movement while
acting as barrier to the enemy. The concept is designed to ensure that Naval Expe-
ditionary Forces will project decisive power and influence in the 21st Century.

The priority items in this budget and on the unfunded list are needed to bring
the OMFTS concept to fruition. Several key platforms, each at the cutting edge of
technology, are critical to the flexibility inherent in OMFTS. They are the MV-22
Osprey, the Advanced Amphibious Assault Vehicle (AAAV), and the already oper-
ational Landing Craft Air Cushion (LCAC) vehicle. Once introduced to service, the
STOVL variant of the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) will provide fire support critical
to the success of OMFTS. Continued development of these visionary enhancements
will open new windows to power projection operations. They will enhance decisive
responses by forward deployed forces in operations ranging from forward presence
to conflict resolution. Additionally, OMFTS requires overcoming challenges in
battlespace mobility, intelligence, command and control, and sustainment. These
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challenges will be met through the introduction of such programs as the KC-130J

aircraft, HMMWVAZ2, Medium Tactical Vehicle Replacement (MTVR), Reverse Os-

%mﬁisl Water Purification Unit (ROWPU), and M88A2 Hercules Improved Recovery
ehicle.

In addition to meeting tomorrow’s threats, the Marine Corps must ensure that its
forces are ready to respond to today’s conflicts. Improvements to Base Telecommuni-
cations and Network Infrastructures, as well as maintenance of aging equipment,
corrosion control and coating (C3), and real property maintenance will enhance the
readiness of the current force. The procurement of additional ammunition, the Ad-
vanced Targeting Forward Looking Infrared (ATFLIR), and the F-18A engineering
change kits will help the Marine Corps improve its current operational capabilities.

The Marine Corps is also taking the lead on the Non-Lethal Weapons (NLW) ca-
pabilities. The NLW Capability Set is designed to counter a variety of threats for
which Marines have previously lacked the appropriate tools to address. The program
is currently fully funded. However, more funding will be required over the years to
keep the NLW Capability Set on the cutting edge and to achieve the highest degree
of commonality attainable among all the Services.

The priority items in the budget and on the unfunded list will allow the Marine
Corps to meet the demands of future operational trends while halting the process
of mortgaging the health of today’s Corps.

Question. General Krulak, which specific area or areas of the Marine Corps pro-
curement budget do you believe to have the greatest shortfall?

Answer. The increases provided in this budget allow us to take the first critical
step toward recovery from the cumulative effects of seven years of underfunding.
The problems we faced as we developed this budget, however, did not occur over-
night. It is absolutely essential that the increases projected in this budget be sus-
tained over the entire Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP)—not just in fiscal year
2000.

Following is a brief summary of my most critical shortfalls by category. A detailed
list is attached.

In the area of ground modernization, although we attain our historical, “steady
state” level of $1.2 billion in fiscal year 2000, we do not reach the $1.8 billion “recov-
ery level” until fiscal year 2005. Additional funding beyond the $1.2 billion would
be used for programs such as acceleration of the procurement of the HMMWVAZ2,
modernization of network infrastructure in a more timely manner, and acceleration
of upgrades to base telecommunications infrastructure in order to ensure reliable
support to Marine forces deployed, in training, or in combat.

In aviation, although the fiscal year 2000 request provides sufficient funding to
maintain existing platforms, it does not accelerate V—22 near-term procurement
rates, nor does it fund the AV-8B ATFLIR, or annual procurement of KC-130dJs.

Projected increases for maintenance of real property allow for the arrest of the
growth of backlog of maintenance and repair (BMAR) and stabilization at approxi-
mately $700 million, however, this is still far short of our goal to reduce BMAR to
$100 million by fiscal year 2010.

Our resource-constrained goal in the area of military construction is to invest one
percent of plant value in new construction every year, replacing plant every 100
years. The industry standard is every 50 years. While this budget allows us to at-
tairll the 100 year replacement goal in fiscal year 2002, we would prefer to do so
earlier.

In the area of family housing, the Secretary of Defense guidance is to eliminate
all substandard housing by fiscal year 2010. Increases provided in this budget allow
us to achieve this goal in fiscal year 2012, however, the increases do nothing to ad-
dress our deficit of approximately 10,000 units.

In summary, while increases provided through the FYDP accompanying this
budget allow us to make progress toward ensuring our continued readiness, there
are requirements in many areas which could be accelerated to fiscal year 2000
should additional funds become available.

USMC Fiscal Year 2000 High Priority Unfunded Programs (Prioritized within

appropriations)
[In millions of dollars]
PRGM
APN:
MV=22 AIrcraft (3 A/C) ..ooooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee et 182.0
KC-130dJ Aircraft (5 A/C) ................. .. 3139
CT-39 Replacement Aircraft (3 A/C) . 18.0

F/A—18A ECPB83 ovvoooeeeoeeeeeeeeemeoeeoeoeoosooeoo oo 4300
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PRGM
CH-53 Helicopter Night Vision Systems (HNVS) “B” Kits ....ccccccceueereennen. 27.7
Health of Marine Aviation ..........cccccceevieeiiienieeiienieeie e ereeneee e eseeeveenenas 26.4
SUDBLOLAL ettt 611.0
FAMILY HOUSING:
H-346, MCB Hawaii, Family Housing .........cc.ccocevveiveniinnieneeieneniesenieneens 22.6
CP-H-0110-M2, MCAS Cherry Pt., Exterior Insulation & Finish System
(BIFS) oottt este et et e sttt et e et e e e esse e st esseessensesseessenseessessenssensasnsensens
LE-H-0410-R2, MCB Camp Lejeune, Paradise Pt., Whole House Revi-
BALZATION 1eeiiiiiiiiiiieee e 9.1
H-560, MCAS Yuma, Family Housing .........ccccccoevieniiiiniiniiienieciceieeeeeen 17.0
PE-H-9995-M2, MCB Camp Pendleton, San Onofre Whole House Revi-
BALZATION Lentiiiiiieiei e 10.6
CP-H-0201-M2, MCAS Cherry Pt., Whole House Revitalization Town-
NOUSES T oottt 3.3
CP-H-0202-M2, MCAS Cherry Pt., Whole House Revitalization Town-
ROUSES T1 oottt 7.2
SUDBLOLAL e 72.5
MILCON: P-741, MCB Hawaii, Bachelor Enlisted Quarters ..........cccccceeeuvennne 21.3
NGRE AVIATION:
F/A—18A ECP=583 .......ooiieeieeeieeeteeeie ettt ettt e sae et e seense e sens 20.0
CH-53E Helicopter Night Vision System (HNVS) “B” Kits . 9.3
KC-130T Avionics Modernization .........ccccceeeeeevieenecnneennnen. 16.8
AN/AAS—38 FLIR ...cooieieeeeieeeeeeee ettt 9.7
O&I Level Support Equipment for AN/AVS-9 Night Vision Goggle . 0.1
AH-1W Night Targeting System (NTS) Kit .........cccceciviiiiiininnnnn. . 9.0
Aviation Maintenance Trng Continuum System/Computer Based Trng ... 0.6
Controlled Environmental Storage Shelters ..........ccccoevivviiiivieniiienienieenen. 3.6
CH-53E Aircrew Procedures Trainer (APT) Flight Simulator .... 10.0
CH—46E Aircrew Procedures Trainer (APT) Flight Simulator 10.0
SUDBLOLAL Lottt neas 89.1
NGRE MISC:
Common End User Computer Equipment .........cccccooceeviiiniiiiienieenieeieeen. 2.0
AN/PSC-5 Single Channel TACSAT Terminal ... 0.4
Rough Terrain Container Handler ....................... 1.0
NBC Equipment ......c.ccceeeeevueenieennne 1.6
Multiplexer AN/FCC-100(V)8 ..... 1.2
M1A1 Dehumidifiers ................... 0.1
Quad Container (QUAD CON) ... 6.1
Pallet Container (PAL CON) ...... 4.6
Containerized Laundry Unit .................... . 0.3
Special Application Scoped Rifle (SASR) ....ccoviiiiiiniiiiierieeeeeeeeeeeee, 0.2
SUDEOTAL ettt 17.5
O&MN:
Marine Aviation Program Related Logistics (PRL) .......cccccovviiiiiienienniennen. 35.0
Marine Aviation Program Related Engineering (PRE) .........cccccceveviennneen. 12.0
SUDLOLAL et 47.0
O0&MMC:
Maintenance of Aging Equipment Program .........c.cccoeovvvvvviiienciieeniieeenen. 37.2
Corrosion Control and Coating (C3) Program .. 13.8
Advertising ......ccccoeeveveriieniniieneeeeeen . 5.0
INitial ISSUE ...eeviiiiiiiiietee ettt 20.0



PRGM
Real Property Maintenance .........ccocccoceeveerieiiienieeieenie et 82.0
SUDBLOLAL e 158.0
O&MMCR:
Maintenance of Aging Equipment Program .........cccccoecvvvviiiieniiieeniieennnnn. 1.5
Corrosion Control and Coating (C3) Program 1.5
Initial ISSUE ....ccovveeeecriieeiieeeceee e 10.0
Real Property Mainte@nance ..........cccccceeeecueeeeiieeeniiieeeniieessreeessneeesnnesennveens 0.8
SUDBLOLAL e 13.8
OPN: OMNI IV NVGS ..ooiiieiieiieiieieeieiestteteseeeee et e e sstessesseessesseensesseensesseensenses 18.1
PANMC:
25MM Target Practice Discarding Sabot—Tracer (TPDS-T) (DODIC
ADA0) oottt ettt ettt et e eneenteeneenteeneeaene 3.2
25MM Target Practice—Tracer (TP-T) Linked (DODIC A976) .................. 3.0
Fuze, Hand Grenade Practice (DODIC G878) ... . 3.0
5.56MM Ball (DODIC A059) .................. . 5.0
5.56MM Ball 4&1 Linked (DODIC A064) .......cceeueeiuerieeienieeienieeeeieeeeaenns 4.0
40MM Practice (DODIC B519) .....cccviviiiiiiieiiiciieieeieeee et 0.4
40MM White Star Parachute (DODIC B535) ......ccccceeevvieecveeeeiieeeieeeeeenn 1.0
Cartridge .50 Cal Ball 4&1 Linked (DODIC A576) .....ccccovervenieneenueneencnne 2.0
60MM with PD Fuze (DODIC B643) ....ccccccevieniiniiiienienienienienieeeenieeieeiene 4.0
Charge, Assembly Demolition (DODIC M757) ....cccoooeeeviiiniennienieeneeneeeee. 7.2
TtemS LeSS Thamn S5V ...uueeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e et e e et e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeneas 1.3
Rocket, 83MM Dual Mode (DM) HE (DODIC HXO05) .....cccceevveeveerreereenen. 9.0
SUDBLOLAL et 43.1
PMC:
Base Telecommunications Infrastructure (BTI) ......cccoooeeeieeiieeiieieennne 32.9
Network Infrastructure (INI) ......cccoooiiiiiiiiiiiieeiicece e 574
CBIRF ...ttt ettt ettt ettt e s ae et e s seene et e eneeteeneentene 6.5
HMMWYVAZ ..ottt ettt ste et e st e e e e s e sseessanseessenseensesens 40.0
Network Infrastructure (NI) ......cccoooiieiiiiiiiiiiiciieeee e 17.3
IRV, M88A2 HERCULES .......c.cooiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeee et e 494
Night Vision EQUipment ..........cccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieecee e 8.5
P-19A Aircraft Firefighting SLEP ......ccccociiiiiiininiiiinieeeeeeeeeeee 1.3
Power EQUIPIMENT .......cocooviiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt e eaae e s 8.4
Manpack Secondary Imagery Dissemination System (SIDS) ..................... 0.7
Base Telecommunication Infrastructure (BTI) ....................... . 255
Network Infrastructure (INI) .......ccoooiiiiiiiiiiieeeceee e 37.3
1010 7o) - 1 USSPt 285.2
R&D AVIATION:
ABN/ABW EMD ...cooiiiiiiiiieiiecieeieeett ettt ettt et eve e sae e e esaeensaenenas 26.6
AV=8B ATFLIR ......ooitieieiieieeteeeeteette ettt sttt ae st et e sne e e seeneenees 48.3
10101 7o) - 1 RSSOt 74.9
R&D GROUND:
AAAV Program OPPOrtuniti€s ..........cceceereeeiieenieniieenreeiseeneessseeseessseenneenne 26.4
LW155 4.2
MCWL .... 10.0
CBIRF 4.0
Subtotal 44.6
SCN: LHD=8 ...ttt ettt ettt ettt ae st e s e s st et e s st et e saeensesseeneennes (M)
TOTAL USMUOC ...ttt ettt ettt sae e sseeste s e sse s e sseensesseensenees 1,496.1

1 Unspecified.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR THAD COCHRAN

Question. How many Amphibious Ready Groups (ARGs) are required to sustain
continuous forward presence and how many ARGs do we have today? How many
Amphibious Ready Groups have the Unified CINCs requested?

Answer. The twelve Amphibious Ready Groups (ARGs) we have today are the
minimum needed to meet the Nation’s forward presence and warfighting require-
ments.

Three Unified Commanders (USCINCCENT, USCINCEUR and USCINCPAC)
continue to have requirements for continuous ARG/Marine Expeditionary Unit (Spe-
cial Operations Capable) (MEU(SOC)) presence in each of their areas of responsi-
bility. However, fulfilling this requirement would necessitate fourteen ARGs, which
would exceed current funding levels. The present amphibious ship procurement plan
results in an amphibious force capable of lifting a fiscally constrained 2.5 MEB
equivalents of lift and forming twelve ARGs.

These twelve ARGs and their embarked MEU(SOC)s provide a balanced distribu-
tion of Naval amphibious assets to the CINCs based on NCA approved allocation.
Once forward deployed, the inherent mobility of naval forces can be exploited by de-
ploying from one CINC to another as necessary in response to emerging crises. The
21st century ARG/MEU(SOC) will provide the Nation with technological advances
in speed, mobility, communications, and navigation to identify and exploit enemy
weaknesses across the entire spectrum of conflict. The LPD-17 and the LHD ship
classes are the essence of power projection and will not only provide added flexi-
bility, but will enhance the Corps’ forward-deployed Marine Air Ground Task Forces’
operational capabilities to effectively combat future threats.

Question. How many LHAs and LHDs does the Navy have in service today and
how much service life is remaining in the LHAs?

Answer. Currently there are a total of 11 big deck amphibious ships in the Fleet
comprised of 5 LHA TARAWA Class ships and 6 LHD WASP class ships. A seventh
WASP class ship (LHD-7) is under construction and will commission in fiscal year
2001 resulting in a total of 12 big deck amphibious ships.

The five LHA-1 TARAWA class ships will decommission at the end of their 35
year service life starting in the year 2011. The LHA-1 ship class decommissioning
plan shows one ship decommissioned per year until the last ship in the class is de-
commissioned in 2015.

Question. How do the LHD and LHA aviation capabilities differ, particularly with
respect to MV-22 and other equipment and aircraft that will need to be brought
aboard in the future?

Answer. Aviation requirements for LHA and LHD flight decks are identical. Al-
though the LHD was designed using the LHA hull as a baseline, there are two pri-
mary differences between the TARAWA class LHA and WASP class LHD. These dif-
ferences are in flight deck size and “island” design, which make the LHD deck a
safer environment for flight operations.

First the LHD is designed with a smaller island providing more available flight
deck area. Second, the LHD flight deck is slightly larger because the LHA ship class
was originally configured with the two 5 inch gun mounts located on the forward
corners of the flight deck. Although this represents a relatively small flight deck
area on the LHD ship class, it allows for convenience in towing and parking of air-
craft resulting in a safer environment when conducting flight operations. These two
factors provide operators and maintainers greater clearances and safety margins, in-
creasing the LHD operational capability.

Of final note, neither the LHD or LHA allows concurrent rotary-wing/tilt rotor
and fixed wing operations.

Question. What is the cost of constructing an eighth LHD as scheduled in the fis-
cal year 2000 FYDP?

Answer. Funding for the eighth LHD is contained in the fiscal year 2000 SCN
budget, Advance Procurement in fiscal year 2004 totals $166.7 million, and SCN
Unit Cost in fiscal year 2005 totals $1,537.7 million.

Question. What are your thoughts on the savings that could be realized from
building LHD 8 immediately following LHD 7 rather than in fiscal year 2004/05 as
in the President’s budget?

Answer. We defer to Navy on particular savings for this building plan. However,
industry has estimated that approximately $780 million in shipbuilding and acquisi-
tion costs are anticipated if the production line is interrupted. Building an LHD-
8 immediately following LHD-7 would prevent lay-off or reassignment of skilled em-
ployees, the loss of the “learning curve” benefit from serial production, the break
in supplier production, increased material costs due to loss of suppliers, retooling
and startup costs of the production line, and inflation avoidance.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CHRISTOPHER S. BOND

Question. General Krulak, many of my colleagues have been struck by the story
of your encounter with a young Marine standing his post overseas this past holiday
season and how, when you asked him what he wanted most, he responded “More
ammo, sir’—that really brought home for us the serious nature of what needs to
be done to make sure they have what they need to get the job done.

We are aware of a shortfall in the Marine Corps Small Arms Ammunition ac-
count. Would you please address the committee on the extent of the shortfall and
how much it might cost to fix the problem?

Answer. Ammunition requirement determination is a complicated process since it
has to take into account the 2 MTW scenarios, Residual and Strategic Reserves, as
well as training requirements. Small Arms Ammunition is on my Unfunded Priority
list.

The following provides the small arms ammunition items that have been identi-
fied as having shortfalls and the amount needed to correct the problem:

Fiscal year 1999  Proj fiscal year Proj fiscal year

Item shortage 2000 shortage 2005 shortage Amount
5.56 MM ball (A059) oo e s 19 554,862 $5,000,000
5.56 mm ball (A064) 11,502,375 3,230,048 4,000,000
5.56 mm blank (A080) . 147,713 700,000

7.62mm ball (A131) ... 605,058 5,000,000
.50 cal ball (A576) 2,832,718 3,881,218 835,859 4,000,000
25mm TP (A940) 79,442 105,228 104,225 3,200,000
25MM TPT (A976) .o rrereriiiseesesinns 336 60,332 3,000,000

TOTAL oo rrcrrcriiens et et et 24,900,000

LFunding request for 5.56 mm ball ammunition (A059) is in support of a projected fiscal year 2001 shortage. Due to
production lead times, funds are needed in fiscal year 2000.

Question. Mr. Secretary, CNO, I have championed the F/A-18 Superhornet pro-
gram because I am concerned about the well being of our pilots. The Department
of Defense has lauded the program and the aircraft. It has achieved every milestone
and requirement, and I understand that as we speak, it is undergoing sea trials and
carrier qualifications as you say, “bagging cats and traps”. I have heard some anec-
dotal comments about the Superhornet, and the pilots have been saying things like
“if T had to go to war today, this is the aircraft I would want to be in.” Would you
each address your personal professional view of the aircraft, its viability and its
versatility?

Answer. The Superhornet is absolutely the right aircraft for the Navy and it is
delivering exactly what we have asked for. In addition to providing a significant im-
provement in survivability to our pilots over our earlier model F/A-18s, the F/A—
18E/F will provide much greater operational utility and flexibility due to its 40 per-
cent increase in range and 50 percent increase in endurance, greater payload, and
a 300 percent improvement in weapons recovery payload. The Superhornet is truly
a multi-mission aircraft which will deliver every piece of aviation ordnance in the
Navy inventory with the exception of the AIM—54 Phoenix missile, which will be
phased out with the F-14. The carrier airwing’s flexibility and reach is also im-
proved by the F/A-18E/F’s ability to function as a tactical refueler. Two separate
campaign level analyses have concluded that the F/A-18E/F is two to five times
more effective than the earlier model F/A-18C while suffering up to only one-fifth
the losses. This means the air campaign could be completed more quickly resulting
in fewer casualties in the air. The future viability of the Superhornet is assured by
its capacity for growth and ability to accommodate new weapons systems to meet
emerging requirements and threats. The F/A-18E/F remains on schedule and cost,
is meeting its performance requirements and will deliver the capability needed in
the carrier airwing well into the next century.

Question. CNO, would you please discuss the Superhornet’s abilities specifically
addressing the aircraft’s bring back capability and its Joint Stand Off Weapon
Loadout and its capability in a functional tactical wartime environment?

Answer. “Bringback” is the total combined weight of fuel and external stores that
an aircraft can land aboard the carrier with. When you subtract the required fuel
reserve, you are left with the weapons recovery payload or the amount of ordnance
that can be brought back aboard the carrier. As the attachment shows, the weapons
bringback is 1,500 lbs for the F/A-18C and 4,500 1bs for the F/A-18E/F. This signifi-
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cantly limits the F/A-18C’s ability to carry expensive joint weapons such as JSOW
if there is a possibility of bringing these weapons back to the carrier. For example,
the F/A-18E/F can launch with a weapons loadout of four JSOWs and recover at
the carrier with all four weapons. On the other hand, an F/A-18C can launch with
two JSOW but would have to expend or jettison at least one JSOW prior to landing
aboard the carrier. This limitation has a significant impact on peace keeping oper-
ations such as those in Bosnia in which aircraft typically do not expend their ord-
nance and have to bring it back to the carrier.

Another example of the importance of this capability would be a strike mission
that required 16 targets to be attacked with JSOW. In an E/F airwing, you could
launch just four E/Fs to complete this mission and if needed they could recover with
all their weapons. It would take 16 F/A-18Cs to do the same mission and prevent
the possibility of having to jettison any weapons or eight F/A-18Cs with the possi-
bility of jettisoning eight JSOW at a cost of greater than $200,000/weapon.

The bottom line is that the F/A-18E/F enables the airwing commander to get the
job done faster while putting considerably fewer aircraft at risk.

BRING BACK

F/A-18E/F
*  Weapons Loadout
— Carries 4 JSOW
— Returns to carrier with all 4 JSOW

F/A-18C

*  Weapons load-out

— Carries 2 JSOW but must expend or
F/A-18C F/A-18E/F jettison one to return to carrier

Bring Back Strike Example
+ Scenario: 16 targets to attack with JSOW

« Strike aircraft required:

+ F/A-18E/F Air Wing = 4 aircraft

« F/A-18C Air Wing = 16 aircraft
or
« 8 F/A-18C aircraft and jettison of 8 JSOW at > $200K / weapon

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR RICHARD C. SHELBY

Question. General Krulak, if the Marines are ordered into Kosovo as part of a
NATO peacekeeping unit, how long do you anticipate having Marines on the
ground? Will the Marines be relieved by Army troops? Will this operation adversely
affect Marine Expeditionary Unit deployment and training cycles?

Answer. Currently the Marine Corps expects limited involvement in Kosovo. In
terms of potential NATO-led peacekeeping operations, Marine Corps operating
forces have thus far been tasked to provide an Initial Entry Force capability for fol-
low-on NATO peacekeeping forces (KFOR). The projected duration of this
USCINCEUR/NATO mission requirement should not exceed 30-45 days from the
initial introduction of Marine forces ashore from amphibious shipping. Such a lim-
ited duration force deployment will not have a long-term, adverse impact on
MEU(SOC) training or deployment cycles.

Given the Marine Corps posture of engagement, few of our operating forces are
actually deployed in support of ongoing, long-term deployments such as those taking
place in Bosnia and Iraq. For future peacekeeping operations in Kosovo, we antici-
pate providing individual Marines with specific skills (i.e, civil affairs, etc.), elec-
tronic warfare support with EA-6B assets as required, and naval presence through
routine MEU(SOC) deployments to the European theater. Assuming that the scope
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of our involvement does not increase, the associated operational impact on the Ma-
rine Corps will remain limited. If U.S. Armed Forces are assigned a ground mission
in Kosovo, the Marine Corps certainly has the capability to contribute forces to-
wards that mission.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much. I am sorry to hold you
up. The committee will meet on Wednesday, March 17th in this
room for testimony on the Air Force fiscal year 2000 budget request
and current operations.

[Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., Wednesday, March 10, the subcom-
mittee was recessed, to reconvene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, March
17.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Good morning. We are delighted to have Gen-
eral Ryan and Secretary Peters with us this morning. I welcome
each of you back to our committee, as we review the year 2000
budget request.

Our review of your budget suggests the Air Force has done a
good job in balancing limited dollars. The budget resolution now to
consider may, however, develop so that we will not have the re-
sources to fund the program you have proposed. I was waiting to
analyze that.

The proposed unspecified rescission and incremental funding of
military construction in the President’s budget are holes that Con-
gress is trying to find a way to fill so we can pursue the defense
bill. I know that you face a number of near- and far-term acquisi-
tion challenges. We are going to be pleased to hear your testimony
in that regard.

I must tell you, though, that I am becoming more and more wor-
ried about the future and our ability to pay for some of the systems
that we believe you need and Congress has already authorized. We
want to upgrade our missile warning capability. And further, we
have anxiety about the future of the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF).

I want to work with you, and I am sure all members of this com-
mittee want to work with you, through this budget and try to un-
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derstand your priorities. But we must make certain that what we
do now really lays the foundation for the Air Force for the next cen-
tury. I think that clearly is your goal, and it is ours, also.

I have to tell you, as I drove to work this morning, I kept think-
ing about some of the things I have heard this last week, and I am
personally alarmed at some of the little facts that keep popping up
that lead me to the conclusion we are nearer to the hollow military
than I thought.

As I mentioned to you, General, when I hear stories that we have
an aircraft carrier deployed with less-than-full capability, and we
hear stories about even people deployed overseas not having parts
available that they need to maintain and prevent the redlining of
our aircraft abroad, it worries me that we could be coming back to
the point where we will get behind the curve on maintenance and
spare parts supply and have to back up to do that instead of go
forward with the next century’s new systems.

I know that that is a matter of your concern, also, and we have
discussed the great problem of the pilot shortage. I hope to work
with this committee and with you to develop a new approach to
pilot education. I think we have to go back out and look at the
ROTC function and see if we can find a way to start young men
and women in college thinking about becoming pilots, even though
they may not yet have made the decision to enter the Air Force or
the Navy.

I know I am taking a little bit long. I am a little tired. My broth-
er-in-law was in town last night. That is always a problem. [Laugh-
ter.]

You have sitting behind you the budget director for the Air
Force, Major General George Stringer. He sneaked out with that
announcement of a retirement. He has made these threats before,
and we have been able to convince him not to do that. He is too
young to retire.

But, George, on behalf of the committee and those of us who,
back in your days when you were a younger man, when you did
not think about retirement, I traveled a great deal around the
world with you, we want to thank you for all of the help you have
given us personally, Senator Inouye and I in particular, and for
your dedication and for postponing your retirement for these years
that you did postpone it. We know that you wanted to leave before,
and we wish you God speed. We really do.

But before we proceed, let me ask Senator Inouye and the other
members if they have any comments.

Senator INOUYE. We can always provide another star, you know.
[Laughter.]

Senator STEVENS. Would that do it, George? Are you opening bid-
ding?

General STRINGER. We would have to have that discussion on a
Tuesday. [Laughter.]

Senator INOUYE. Well, I would like to add my gratitude, also. I
remember General Stringer coming here as a captain.

I believe you were a captain then, were you not, about 19, 20
years ago? You have done pretty well. I am waiting for Colonel
Ruter to follow you in there.
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STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL K. INOUYE

Mr. Chairman, I want to join you in welcoming our Air Force
leaders. The fiscal year 2000 budget request for the Air Force seeks
to preserve our forces, but it provides an increase in funding com-
pared to previous projections. That is true, but it is not as much
as many of us on this committee would like to see.

However, this is an important budget in many ways. We hope it
will help to turn around the decline in our air forces, as noted by
our chairman. It is clear that there are problems today in the Air
Force that must be addressed. Mission capability rates are down.
Recruiting goals are going unmet. Pilots are still leaving the force
in large numbers. The approaches which we have used in the past
}o try to stem the tide do not seem to be succeeding as well as be-
or